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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Aw onpER is in preparation transferring seventy causes from 
the list of Mr. Justice Currry to that of Mr. Justice Kay for the 
purpose of hearing only. 





Mr. Justice Currry’s absence on circuit will, it is expected, 
extend over the first fourteen days of the Trinity Sittings, during 
which period Mr. Justice Norrx will transact his business in 
court. 





Lorp Justice Baccattay, whose health is happily nearly 
re-established, called at Lincoln’s-inn on Tuesday to arrange with 
his brother judges of the Court of Appeal with reference to the 
Trinity Sittings. 





Tue Master or tHE Rotts will sit with the Court of Appeal 
at Westminster from the 24th of April to the 29th of April, 
both days inclusive; during which period Lord Justice HoLker 
will sit with the Court of Appeal at Lincoln’s-inn. 





THE USUAL VACATION NoTICE for the Chancery Division will 
be found in another column. It will be observed that there will 
be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation, and that Mr. 
Justice Curtry’s chambers will be open on Saturday, April 8, and 
on every day next week except Monday and Tuesday. It is under- 
stood that Mr. Justice Kay will attend at the Judges’ Chambers 
on the 12th, 13th, and 14th insts,, for business connected with 
the Queen’s Bench Division. 





In comMENTING a few weeks ago on the case of Rayner v. 
Preston (29 W. R. 547), we pointed out the great difficulties 
which surrounded the suggestion made by the majority of the Court 
of Appeal in that case that the insurance office which had paid to 
the vendor money on the policy of insurance of the premises con- 
tracted to be sold, could recover back this money, which they had 
paid under compulsion of law, and were bound by law at the time to 
pay. It will be seen from the prcbort of 5 case_of Casiellaia v. 
Preston, which we print elsewhtTe, that the insurance company, 
acting on the suggestion of the learned judges of the Court of 
Appeal, brought an action against the vendor to recover back the 
money paid on the policy. Mr. Justice Currry, however, has, as 
we think very properly, dismissed the action with costs. We may, 

erhaps, venture to remark that it is undesirable that judges of the 
ourt of A ppeat should go out of their way to throw out sugges- 
ions of this kind. 





A sMALL MEETING of members of the bar was held on 
Thursday week in order, as was stated in the reports in the daily 
papers, “to take into consideration the new rules of legal pro- 
suis framed by the judges, among them being the proposal to 
abolish trial by jury, to do away with pleadings in actions, besides 
several other important changes materially affecting the members 
of the legal profession.’ Considering that no rules have yet been 
framed, and that, as we announced last week, no proposal has been 
adopted tampering with any existing right to trial by jury, this 
statement was not very happily conceived. We do not learn that 
anything very definite resulted from the meeting except the 
appointment of a committee. Although it is very late in the day, 





the suggestions of such a committee may still be useful, provided 
they are issued at an early date, and are indorsed by a really 
representative meeting of the bar. But after the new rules have 
been promulgated it is hardly to be supposed that any external 
criticism will induce the Rule Committee of Judges to recall them. 





Ir APPEARS that representations have been made by the United 
States Government to the English Government with reference to 
some subjects of the United States who are now imprisoned in 
Treland as suspects; and it would seem, from the speeches at the 
New York meeting on Tuesday, that the main ground of complaint 
is, that the American suspects are imprisoned without an oppor- 
tunity for trial. It may be worth while to call attention to the view 
on this subject taken by the United States Government at the time of 
the Fenian Conspiracy, when the Habeas Corpus Act was 
suspended in Ireland, and several American citizens were imprisoned 
without being tried. Writing to Mr. Adams, on March 10, 1867, 
Mr. Seward said (see the letter printed in the appendix to the 
Report of the Naturalization Commission, 1869, p. 4$):—* It 
may be expected that some of our Irish-born naturalized citizens 
who are now sojourning or travelling in Ireland will be 
arrested. Americans, whether native-born or naturalized, owe sub- 
mission to the same laws in Great Britain as British subjects, 
while residing there and enjoying the protection of that Govern- 
ment. We applied the converse of this principle to British sub- 
jects who were sojourning or travelling in the United States 
during the late rebellion.” These sensible observations may be 
commended to the attention of the present Government of the 
United States. 


Goon Frrpay is strictly dies non juridicus, and by the Rules of 
Court (ord. 57, r. S\ it is not to be “reckoned in the computation 
of the time allowed for legal proceedings where such time is less 
than six days. Under 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 15, Good Friday is, for all 
purposes as regards bills of exchange and promissory notes, “to 
be treated and considered as the Lord’s Day, commonly called 
Sunday,” and “in all cases where bills of exchange Sud pera | 
notes shall be payable on the day preceding any Friday it 
shall not be necessary for the holder or holders of such bills of 
exchange or promissory notes to give notice of the dishonour 
thereof until the day next after such Good Friday.” Under the 
Licensing Acts public-houses are required to be closed, except 
between certain hours, on Good Friday as on Sunday; and the 
Act of 1874 required them also to be closed at the same time of 
the day preceding Good Friday “as if Good Friday were Sunday 
and the preceding day Saturday.” Persons keeping any public 
billiard table are (by 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, s. 13) subjected to 
penalties if they allow any person to play at such table on Good 
Friday. The occupier of a factory or workshop must, under the 
Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, allow to any child, young 
person, and woman employed therein a holiday on the whole 
either of Good Friday or of the next public holiday. 








We po not sEE how Sir W. Harcourt could refuse to 
respite Lamson when he was assured on the authority of the 
Attorney-General of the United States that im t evidence 
was on its way from America. A te should always be 
granted where necessary for inquiring into facts alleged in 
exculpation of a prisoner under sentence of death ; and when it is 
stated by a responsible authority that the evidence to be adduced 
is such as might have influenced the decision of the jury 
at the trial, it would he very unjust to refuse an © 
tunity for its investigation, A request by the President of the 
United States that such opportunity may be afforded = ‘y the 
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same footing as a request by any other responsible person who 
vouches for the importance of the evidence which is forthcoming, 
and is wholly different from a mere intervention by a foreign 
potentate on behalf of a prisoner condemned to death. It is 
stated in the Annual Register for 1864 that after the conviction 
of Mixuer for the murder of Mr. Brices, the King of 
Prussia, and also one of the minor German potentates, telegraphed 
to the Queen to request her to save the prisoner’s life. Inter- 
ventions of this kind are, of course, wholly inadmissible. 





Our READERS may remember our remarks upon the great 
latitude given to judicial discretion by the Conveyancing Act, 
1881. Signs are beginning to appear that, as was inevitable, 
different minds take different views as to what constitutes a 
proper exercise of judicial discretion. Last Monday an applica- 
tion came before Mr. Justice Fry under section 39 of the Act, 
which permits the court, notwithstanding restraint on anticipa- 
tion, with a married woman’s consent, to “ bind” her property. 

case (Hodges by the will of the married 
S father a legacy was settled upon her for life for her 
separate use, without power of anticipation, remainder to her 
children, in default of children as she should by will appoint, and, 
in default of: appointment, in trust for her absolutely. She had 
never had any children, and was over fifty-five years of age. A 
suit was long since brought to administer the wili, and this 
summons was taken out in it by the married woman and her hus- 
band, asking that part of the fund might be sold and the proceeds 
paid to the wife on her separate receipt. It seems that the wife 
resides in France with her husband, who is a domiciled French- 
man, and that her French creditors, not understanding the 
mysteries of restraint on anticipation, “ harass” her much, for 
that she does not pay her debts. Under these circumstances Mr. 
Justice Fry assented to the application and made the order asked 
for by the summons. It is an interesting fact, which was not 
mentioned to the court, that some time ago, a good while before 
section 39 of the Conveyancing Act existed, a similar order was 
actually made with regard to the very same fund by the late Vice- 
Chancellor Martins. But perhaps the chief interest of the recent 
decision is to be found in the light which it casts upon the ques- 
tion of judicial discretion. In Zamplin vy. Miller, two or three 
weeks ago, Vice-Chancellor HX Pt-tevkoresstorto remark that he 
should require a very strong case to be made out before exercising 
his discretion under section 39. But it may be asked, if “ being 
harassed” by creditors who cannot be got to understand restraint 
on anticipation constitutes a strong case, what would be a weak 
one? We should rather infer that the views on this point of 
the learned judges are not identical, and that people who have 
such applications to make will not, if they can help it, address 





them to the Vice-Chancellor. 





THE DECISION on Monday in Ormerod y. Todmorden Joint 
Stock Company, in which the Court of Appeal reversed an order 
of a judge referring certain issues in a cause under section 57 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, is one of great importance. Three 
questions appear to have been involyed—(1) whether the par- 
ticular issues ought to have been referred as a matter of discre- 
tion; (2) whether there was jurisdiction to refer them; and (3) 
whether an appeal lies from such an order to the Court of Appeal. 
Upon the two first questions we prefer to say nothing until the 
facts are more fully before us. The third question, whether an 
appeal lay, is separable into two branches. First, does an appeal lie 
at all? Secondly, does it lie without an intermediate appeal to a 
divisional court? As to the first branch, the words of the 57th 
section are that “the court or a judge” may order any question 
“in a cause” requiring “ any scientific or local investigation which 
cannot, in the opinion of the court or a judge, conveniently be 
made before a jury, or conducted by the court through its other 
ordi officers,” to be tried before an official referee. The 
19th section of the Act provides that the Court of Appeal shall 
have jurisdiction to hear appeals “from any judgment or order”? 
of the High Court, “ or of any judge or Judges thereof,” “save 
as hereinafter mentioned.’’ Amongst the well-known exceptions 
(see sections 45, 47, and 48) orders of reference under sections 





56 or 57 are not to be found, and, as was pointed out by Lord 
Justice Brett in the recent case, by Lord Penzance in Walsall 
Overseers vy. London and North-Western Railway Company (L. R. 4 
App. Cas., at p. 43), and by Jesszx, M.R., in Jn re Chennell (L. R. 8 
Ch. D., at p. 501), there cannot be an implied exception, or an 
exception outside the statute. Moreover, sections 56 or 57 or the 
corresponding sections of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 
appear to have been considered by the Court of Appeal in at 
least three cases since the Judicature Act, and no objection to 
the jurisdiction of the Court of Appeal was taken in any of them. 
On all grounds, therefore, we think that an appeal lies. But 
ought there to be an intermediate appeal to a divisional court ? 
On this point there is much more room for doubt. The words 
“the court or a judge”? have been usually construed to mean that 
application is to be made to a judge first, and to the court after- 
wards ; and in the three cases to which we have referred (they are 
Clow vy. Harper, L. R. 3 Ex. D. 198; Ward v. Pilley, L. R. 5 
Q. B. D. 427; Horle vy. Burr, 49 L. J. Ch. 665) the appeal was 
from a judge to a divisional court, and from a divisional court to 
the Court of Appeal. Upon consideration of this second question 
we think that the words of section 19 are too strong to be got over, 
and that any intermediate appeal may be dispensed with. It is 
extremely doubtful, however, whether this was the intention of 
the Legislature. An amendment of the “reference sections” of 
the Judicature Act appears to be very much required in this and 
other points. It will be remembered that Mr. Mgenior’s amend- 
ing Bill passed both Houses of Parliament in the first session of 
1880, but as there was no time at the end of the session to con- 
sider in the Ifouse of Commons certain formal amendments made 
in the House of Lords, it did not become law. 





Mr. Francis Savace Retity, counsel to the Speaker, has 
been appointed one of her Majesty’s Counsel. Mr. RerLLy was 
called to the bar in 1851. 








CONSOLIDATION AND ITS LIMITS. 


Ir is probable that if the doctrine of consolidation had been 
confined to the simple cases in respect of which the claim first 
arose, no complaint would have arisen against it. But its exten- 
sion to assignees and purchasers from the mortgagor, even for 
valuable consideration and without notice, has given rise to cases 
of such manifest hardship, that the courts and the Legislature 
have both interposed almost simultaneously to check the still 
growing mischief. We propose shortly to inquire how far their 
efforts are likely to be successful. 

With regard to section 17 of the Conveyancing Act, we see 
little probability that it will be suffered to have any operation at 
all. The right to consolidate would never have been invented by 
mortgagees and imposed by them as a matter of positive contract 
upon mortgagors; but now that the Court of Chancery has 
invented it for them, they will never be persuaded voluntarily to 
loose their hold of it. Even any restrictions which may be im- 
posed on the doctrine by the courts will ultimately take effect 
only so far as their intended operation does not admit of being 
undone by means of a positive contract between the parties. 
From this point of view the recent decision of the House of 
Lords in the case of Jennings v. Jordan (30 W. R, 369, L. R. 6 
App. Cas. 698) appears to be interestfhg and important. 

The material facts of the case were as follows :—In 1838 one 
Thomas Tale settled certain copyholds, subject to a mortgage 
previously executed by him, in consideration of his daughter's 
marriage : a settlement which was, of course, in law for valuable 
consideration. Subsequently to the settlement he executed 
another mortgage over some other property ; and this last mort- 
gage, together with various others, getting into the same hands as 
the mortgage which affected the settled property, the incum- 
papors refused to allow the pemigoni7 
the mortga aot cting the settled > except upoR.-gondl- 
tion “ane other things) ee Png teh the mortgage 
executed subsequently to and affecting property not comprised in 
the settlement. The claim to consolidate mortgages executed 
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subsequently to the settlement, bears a very different aspect from 
the claim to consolidate those which had been executed pre- 
viously. So far as mortgages were concerned which had 
been executed previously to the settlement, the rule of law, 
independently of section 17 of the Conveyancing Act, was too 
clear to permit any hope of resistance to the claim to consolidate, 
if the decision of the question is to depend upon the reported 
cases in the courts inferior to the House of Lords. But it is 
particularly worthy of remark, that this question was not raised 
by the appeal in Jennings v. Jordan; and therefore that the 
decision in that case by no means proves that the Lords would 
have sustained some parts of the doctrine which have become 
firmly rooted in the practice of the inferior courts. The Lord 
Chancellor openly avowed the difficulty which he felt in holding 
with Beevor v. Luck (15 W. R. 1221, L. R. 4 Eq. 537) that a 
mortgagee’s right to consolidate, as against the purchaser of an 
equity of redemption, can be enlarged by the transfer to the 
mortgagee, subsequently to the purchase, of other previously 
existing mortgages; and it may be well worth the while of some 
enterprising litigant to carry this question to the supreme 
tribunal. But no attempt was made in Jennings y. Jordan to 
disturb the judgment of the court below, so far as regards 
mortgages executed previously to the settlement. 

The claim to consolidate, as against an assignee for valuable 
consideration of an equity of redemption, a mortgage over other 
property executed subsequently to the assignment, rested upon the 
sole authority of Zassell vy. Smith (6 W. R. 803, 2 De G. & J. 
713). In that case one Randall in 1832 mortgaged certain free- 
holds and leaseholds to certain persons who were in fact 
trustees of a fire insurance company, and were known to Randall 
to be such, though the fact did not appear on the face of the 
deed. In 1841 he mortgaged the same property to some second 
mortgagees, who gave no notice of their charge to the first. In 
1851 Randall in conjunction with one Newman mortgaged certain 
freeholds and other property belonging to Newman, and also a 
policy of insurance belonging to Randall, to the then trustees of 
the same fire insurance company, who were not the same as the 

arties to the deed of 1832. Newman and Randall seem not each to 

ave separately assigned his own property but both to have joined 
in making one comprehensive assignment; and it appeared on 
the face of the deed that Randall was only a surety for Newman. 
The mortgagees under this last deed had no notice of the inter- 
mediate mortgage of 1841, but it does not appear that this circum- 
stance affected the decision. Disputes arose, and the whole of the 
securities were realized by consent, subject to the determination 
of the rival claims; and, the mortgage of 1832 having 
realized a great surplus, while that of 1851 showed a great 
deficit, the mortgagees under the latter deed claimed to be paid 
the deficiency out of the surplus on the other security. These 
two mortgages, be it remembered, were not legally vested in the 
same persons; the last one was vested in the then trustees of the 
insurance company, and the earlier one was vested in the executor 
of the last survivor of the trustees to whom the first mortgage 
had been made; but both the mortgages were held in trust for 
the company. Under these circumstances this claim to consolidate 
was allowed by the then Court of Appeal in Chancery, consist- 
ing of Lords Justices Knight Bruce and Turner. The reports 
are exceedingly meagre, and, at first sight, the decision would 
appear to be even more monstrously opposed to justice and equity 
than it in fact was; but it will be seen, on careful examination, 
that the claim to consolidate was made and allowed only as against 
the intermediate mortgage of 1841 and -the representative of 
Randall, while it was allowed that Newman might have redeemed 
the mortgage of 1851 without in any way concerning himself with 

e mortgage of 1832, to which he was not a party. Even subject 
to this observation, the additions made to the law of consolida- 
tion by Zussell vy. Smith are sufficiently noteworthy. No less 
than fo ew propositions seem to be involved in 


UI Separnte ait 
its decision:—(1) That as against an assi an 
equity of redemption Mortgagee under the deed of 
Iya Fayeover other property executed subsequently to 
agsio y he. Consolidated ; ‘that a mortgage of 
yland_ may be consolidated. with. icy of 


* mortgage made by A. alone may be conso with a mort- 









gage made by A. and B. jointly; and (4) that one mortgage may 
be consolidated with another not vested in the same hands, 
provided that both mortgages are held upon trust for the same 
person. It is seldom that a single case has been able to do so 
much mischief by extending still further a principle which had 
already (at least in the judgment of the Legislature) been carried 
too far. The first of these propositions has now been definitely 
negatived by the decision of the House of Lords in Jennings v. 
Jordan. 

The importance of the decision in a great measure depends, as 
we said, upon the inability of mortgagees to reinstate the con- 
demned doctrine by imposing it as a matter of express contract 
upon mortgagors. Whether the assignee of an equity of redemp- 
tion, if the mortgage creating it should contain an express con- 
tract to permit this kind of consolidation, would afterwards be 
entitled to repudiate the bargain, of which he must have had 
notice at the time when he took his assignment, is a question which 
would be very difficult to decide. But such contracts, besides being 
very invidious, would be so difficult to frame that we should not 
expect them to become common in practice. 








THE JUDICIAL STATISTICS. 


Poutcze anp ConsTABULARY. 


Tue total number of police and constabulary in England and Wales in 
the year ending the 29th of September, 1880, was 31,488, consisting of 
4 commissioners and assistant commissioners, 4 district and inspecting 
superintendents, 56 chief constables of counties, 163 head constables of 
boroughs, 521 superintendents, 1,311 inspectors, 3,008 sergeants, 25,511 
constables, 390 additional constables, appointed for special purposes, and 
520 detective officers. In the previous year the total number was 31,047, 
showing an increase in 1880 of 441. The total number gives orf for 
every 721 of the population according to the census of 1871, or one for 
every 811 of the population estimated for the middle of the year 1880. 
The total increase of the police and constabulary during the ten years 
ending in 1880 was 5,047. The total number given above includes 722 
of the metropolitan police employed at her Majesty’s dockyards, &c., 
and 371 paid by public offices and private individuals. The cost of the 
police and constabulary was £3,113,725 in 1880, and £3,050,671 in 1879, 
showing that there was a net increase of expenditure in 1880 of 
£55,054. The amount expended consisted of 42,412,935 for 
salaries and pay, 477,163 for allowances and contingent ex- 
penses, £165,153 for clothing and accoutrements, £119,828 for super- 
anouations and gratuities, £46,673 for horses, harness, forage, &c.; 
£250,135 for buildings, station-house charges, printing, stationery, &c. ; 
and £41,838 for miscellaneous charges. In addition to the amount before 
mentioned for superannuations and gratuities, which are paid under the 
authority of Acts of Parliament, there was paid out of the superannuation 
fund, which is formed by means of deductions from pay, stoppages, and 
fines, a total of £142,012, making the total for superannuations and 
gratuities £261,840. Each man in the force costs on an average 
£98 17s. 8d. The expenditure of £3,113,725 on police and constabulary 
was divided as follows :—Borough police, £802,419; county constabulary, 
$1,052,583, and metropolitan police, £1,168,061 ; to which amounts the 
public revenue contributed the sums of £352,061, £413,763, and £451,334, 
or a total of £1,217,158, being 39°0 per cent. of the whole. ; 


Tue Cromat CLassEs, 

Depredators, offenders, and suspected persons at large, numbered 
39,465, being a decrease of 1,583 from the number of that class in 1879. 
Of this total of 31,047 it appears that 5,572 were under sixteen years of 
age, and 2,392 were to be found in London. In addition to those 
39,465 of the criminal classes at large, there were 16,211 in local prisons, 
10,268 in convict prisons, and 4,794 in reformatories, showing a grand 
total of 70,738 criminals, being a smaller number by 3,079 than in 
1879. 

INDICTABLE OFFENCES. 

The number of indictable offences committed in 1880 was 52,427, 
being only 20 less than in 1879. There were 22,231 persons appre- 
hended in respect of these offences, being 1,427 less than in 1879. Out 
of this number it appears that 5,088 were discharged for want of prosecu- 
tion, 1,393 for want of evidence, 122 were discharged on bail for further 
appearance if called on, 1,496 were bailed to appear for trial, 24 were 
committed for want of sureties, and 14,108 were committed for trial. Of 
the 52,427 indictable offences committed, 2,855 are classed as offences 
against the person, 6,782 as offences against property with violence, 
39,276 as offences against property without violence, 607 as malicious 
offences against property, 1,109 as forgery and offences ‘against the 
currency, and 1,798 as not included in any of the before-enumerated 
classes. There were among the offences against the person in the year 
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1880, 131 murders, and 70 attempts to murder, 664 cases of shooting 
at, wounding, &c., 257 of manslaughter, 129 of concealment of birth, 
127 of unnatural offences, 244 of rape, 385 of assaults with intent, and 636 
assaults. There were 3,627 cases of burglary, and 2,508 of house-breaking, 
&c., and 35,252 larcenies. Of the 131 murders no less than 73 were com- 
mitted on children one year old and under, and there were 966 attempts at 
suicide. In respect of the 2,855 offences against the person, 2,916 persons 
were apprehended, and of this number 664 were discharged on being 
brought before the magistrates, and 2,252 were held to bail or com- 
mitted. 
Summary Convicrions. 

The total number of persons proceeded against summarily in 1880 
was 663,404, of whom 517,373 were convicted and 146,031 discharged. 
This shows an increase over the previous year of 11,092 persons sum- 
marily convicted. Among the punishments imposed on these 517,373 persons 
summarily convicted, 53,323 were imprisoned for fourteen days or less, 
91 for more than six months, and 49,222 for periods varying from fifteen 
days to six months; 1,293 were sent to reformatory schools, and 2,411 to 
industrial schools ; 348,412 were fined, and 2,621 were whipped. As 
compared with 1879 the summary convictions in 1880 show an increase 
of 11,092, but the number proceeded against shows an increase of 
22,366, and the number discharged an increase of 11,274. 

The persons apprehended for indictable offences and those summarily 
proceeded against are classed as follows :—19,475 known thieves, 24,513 
prostitutes, 30,323 vagrants, tramps, &c., 43,579 suspicious characters, 
37,940 habitual drunkards ; 314,168 were of previous good character, and 
the character of the remaining 215,637 was unknown. 


APPEALS AGAINST Justices’ CoNvICTIONS. 


There were 111 appeals in 1880 from the decisions of justices in 
summary proceedings; in 55 of these cases the convictions were affirmed 
and in the remainder quashed. In 1879 there were 152 such appeals, of 
which 57°2 per cent. of the conviction were affirmed and 42°8 quashed. 


Coroners’ RETURNS. 


Returns sent in by coroners of the inquests held and the verdicts 
thereon show that there were 26,588 inquests held in 1880. In 157 the 
verdict was murder, in 152 manslaughter, in 6 justifiable homicide, in 
1,930 suicide, in 10,807 accidental death, and in 19 “executed”; other 
verdicts such as “ found dead,” ‘“‘ excessive drinking,” “disease aggra- 
vated by neglect,” and “ want, cold, exposure,” &c., make up the total 
of 26,588. In 1879 the number of inquests was 27,056. The 
verdict of murder in the case of infants of one year old and under 
was returned in 87 instances, and 51 of this number were in the 
county of Middlesex, the inquests held on children one year old 
and under numbered 4,994, and those on children above one year and 
under seven were 3,131, making a total of 8,125 ingueats on children 
under seven years of age. Although the number of inquests was in 1880 
less than in 1879, the total cost was greater, and the average cost of each 
inquest of course greater. The total cost in 1880 was £86,842 13s, 5d., 
and in 1879 £86,333 1s. 7d., showing an average of £3 5s. 3d. per 
inquest in 1880, and of £3 3s. 9d. in 1879. 








REVIEWS. 


LAW OF PROPERTY, 


A Conctsz Practicat Treatise on tHE Law or Property. 
Boyp Mackay, Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet. 


The critic of a work having so large a scope finds himself compelled 
to avoid details, and to speak of it in general terms. There is a good 
deal of freshness and originality about ite style which makes it a credit- 
able addition to the legal library. The huge extent of its subject—for 
the law of property, so far 9s regards the purpose of which we speak, 
is practically co-extensive with the law—may perhaps be an obstacle to 
its success with those practitioners who value a book in proportion as it is 
@ mere exhaustive list of the cases. A single volume cannot possibly 
treat the whole subject in the only way which is acceptable to those 
a And we should hardly suppose from its method that the book 

intended to minister to the needs of students, to whom it does not 
seem to be very well adapted. Its length, if not more than what is 
good for them, is more than any but the exceptionally diligent could 
digest. And it contains a formidable list of addenda et corrigenda, 
extending to more than twenty-seven very closely printed pages. Still 
we think that both practitioners and students might gain a good deal in 
the clearness and breadth of their view of the law by a perusal of the 
book. It possesses considerable merits, and contains a great deal of 
information which, so far as we have examined it, seems to be correct 
in ite details, The great defect is a certain want of adaptation to prac- 
tical needs. For example, the information given at p. 372 upon the 
general subject of barring entails is open to the objection that the 
student would not understand it, while the practitioner would prefer to 


By H. W. 





seek it elsewhere in a different shape. And the latter very practical 
class of persons are not attracted by remarks of the following type :— 
“ Restrictions on the disposing power of owners of property are dis- 
couraged for the highest political reason—namely, that if the acquisition 
of property were not freely permitted, anarchy would probably result” (p. 
245). The language perhaps aims too visibly at originality, and its 
novelties are not always pleasing. The statement of the rule in Shelley's 
case, p. 231, is longer than Fearne’s; and such phrases as “for a 
terminable period, not being a chattel interest,” are hardly better than 
the phrase ‘‘ for life.” We gather from Mr. Mackay’s preface that the 
book was intended in some degree to prepare the way for the formation 
of a code: a fact which perhaps explains its departure from the lines of 
the ordinary text-book. We agree with him that “a good code is 
greatly to be desired” ; but we feel even greater doubts than himself as 
to the probability of our getting such a thing. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE TICKET CLIPPING CONTROVERSY, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I was present last Wednesday at the hearing of Courfield v. The 
Great Eastern Railway, before Mathew and Cave, JJ., when the judges 
decided that the act of presenting a ticket to be clipped at the barrier of 
a station constitutes a user thereof. From their remarks during the 
hearing, as well as from their judgment, they seemed to have been haunted 
throughout by the idea that on this occasion there was a question of the 
right of the railway company to clip tickets, whereas that point was not 
raised by the plaintiff; and this notion seems to have biassed their decision. 
Mr. Winch, the plaintiff's counsel, contended (rightly as I think) that 
this could not be, and pointed out that the result of such a decision would 
be that the travelling public would be placed entirely at the mercy of the 
railway companies, and he gave a striking example. Supposing, argued 
he, a man to take a ticket for a long distance, say to Edinburgh, and after 
having his ticket clipped and going on the platform, to discover that he 
had left his bag behind in the waiting room; if he went back for it and 
tried to return to the platform with his clipped and therefore used ticket, 
he would, on presenting it, come under the penal clause in the company’s 
bye-laws, which subjects anyone trying to avail himself of a used ticket 
to prosecution, or, if they did not go to that length, he could be refused 
permission to travel without paying his fare over again. The railway 
companies might not choose to exercise this right, but they would have 
the power to do so all the same. If the learned judges ever forget things 
or leave bags behind, they may be able and willing to pay £2 or £3 for 
the privilege of recovering their property, but I assure them the general 
public cannot, 

The learned judges refused an appeal on the ground that the case was 
too trivial and that it involved no principle. If that be so, from which 
opinion I most respectfully differ, why then was a new trial directed in a 
question of only fivepence ? 

I may add that I have no personal interest in this particular case, but 
there is a principle in question, and that is my reason for requesting you 
to allow this letter to occupy some of your valuable space. 

14, Gray’s-inn-square, W.U., April 8, W. H. Sroxzr. 








In the Courtof Referees on Locus Standi in Committee Room 12 of the 
House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. Clerk, Q.C., on the part of the Parlia- 
mentary Bar and agents, said he was charged to convey to Mr. Rickards, 
Speaker’s Counsel, on the occasion of his last sitting there, an expression of 
regret at his retirement and of hope for his fature welfare. Mr, Rickards had 
acted for more than thirty years as Speaker’s Counsel, and since 1865 had also 
acted as permanent member of the Court of Referees, whose decisions 
mainly by his guidance and influence, had grown into something like a, 
code. The result was uniformity and certainty in an important class of cases 
affecting the right of petitioners to be heard, where before there used to be 
great divergency of view among committees; now petitioners knew what 
principle would govern their respective cases, and much time and money 
were thereby saved to the parties in private Bill legislation, Mr. Pemberton, 
M.P., the chairman of the court, expressed the unanimous regret which the 
colleagues of the Speaker’s Counsel felt at his retirement from that tribunal. 
Tne members of the bar and the parliamentary agents who were present 
rose during Mr, Clerk’s address and also during the reply of Mr. Rickards, 
who acknowledged with deep feeling the comp iment pa to him, He was 
retiring, he said, at atime of life when both physi and mental powers 
were not likely to become more vigorous. Bont he was not retiring to a 
life of idleness and vacuity, and hoped still to be of some little use to 
others. Heexpressed the satisfaction he had felt, after his retirement from 
the bar, at being brought into contact, as a member of that court, with some 
of the most eminent members of the bar; and he expressed also his acknow- 
ledgment to the Fae yor members of the court and their predecessors with 





whom he had worked with such constant harmony, 
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Forcep Dezp— Fravp— PersonatTion — Mippiesex Recistry Act 
—CoNvEYANCE BY Hetr-at-LAw OF TESTATOR wHosE WILL HAS NoT 
BEEN REGISTERED—PURCHASER FOR VALUE WITHOUT NoticE—OrpER 
roR DeEtivery up or Titte Deeps—Parties—TrRusteE AND CESTUI 
QUE tRUsT—Costs—ApPrEaL—OrD. 16, R. 7—Onpzer 655.—In a case 
of Cooper v. Vesey, before the Court of Appeal on the 3lst ult., a 

uestion arose as to the effect of a conveyauce of land situate in 
iddlesex by the heir-at-law of the deceased owner, whose will, by 
which the land was devised on trust, had never been registered, to a 
purchaser for value without notice of the will, who believed the heir to be the 
deceased owner, it so happening that the names and descriptions of the 
ancestor and the heir were identical. The question arose thus:—Thomas 
Frederick Cooper, who was a watchmaker, carrying on his business at No. 6, 
Calthorpe-street, Gray’s-inn-road, died on the 9th of March, 1863. He had 
some freehold and leasehold property situated in Middlesex, which he had him- 
self purchased. By his will, dated the 10th of October, 1861, he appointed his 
widow, and one of his daughters, and also his eldest son and heir-at-law, 
Thomas Frederick Cooper, the younger, and another son, C. S. Cooper (when 
they should attain the age of twenty-one), executors and trustees of his will, 
devising and bequeathing his property to them on certain trusts for the benefit 
of his widow and children. The will was proved on the 24th of April, 1863, 
by the widow and the daughter alone, power being reserved to the sons to 
rove thereafter. This they never did. The will was never registered in the 
liddlesex Registry. T. F. Cooper, the son, attained twenty-one on the 9th 
of December, 1863. He carried on his father’s business as a watchmaker at 
the place where the father had carried it on, and he also managed his father’s 
trust estate. In July, 1866, he was allowed by his mother and sister to draw 
£1,200 out of the father’s trust moneys to enable him to purchase some shares 
in a company, called the Carnarvonshire Slate Company, of which his father 
had been, and of which he himself was, a director. He then signed a memo- 
randum, which was expressed to be made between the executors of the late 
T. F, Cooper and himself, by which he agreed that the whole of his interest in 
the trust fund should be answerable for the sum thus drawn out by him. In 
the year 1874 he required a large sum of money to enable him to pay calls on 
his shares in the slate company, but he did not make any application to his 
mother and sister for it. He had in his power the key of the box in which 
the title deeds of his father’s freehold and leasehold property were kept, and 
in that way he possessed himself of those deeds, He obtained an introduction 
to a solicitor, with whom he was not previously acquainted, and took the deeds 
to him, telling him that he wanted to borrow £5,000 on the security of the 
peo comprised in the deeds, He did not inform the solicitor of his 
ather’s death or of his will, and the solicitor believed him to be the person whom 
the deeds showed to have a title to the property comprised in them. The soli- 
citor searched the Middlesex Registry and found no record of any dealing with the 
different properties since the respective conveyances tothe father. The solicitor 
then agreed to lend £3,500, of which £2,000 was to be advanced by himself 
on ® mortgage of part of the property, and £1,500 by a client on a mortgage 
of the remainder of the property. Two mortgage deeds were accordingly 
prepared—the one to the solicitor, the other to the client. The deeds con- 
tained recitals that the mortgagor was seised in fee of the freebold properties, 
and entitled absolutely to the leasehold properties for the residues of the 
terms for which the same were respectively held. The deeds were both 
execated by T. F. Cooper (the son) as mortgagor, his name, as already 
stated, being identical with that of his father, and his description in the 
mortgage deeds being identical with that of his father in the deeds of con- 
veyance tohim. The mortgage money was paid to T. F. Cooper (the son), 
avd he applied it to his own purposes. His mother and sister knew nothing 
of the transaction till after his death in January, 1880. The mortgage deeds 
were duly registered. The mortgages were afterwards transferred to other 
persons. The solicitor died in 1879. On the death of T. F. Cooper (the 
son) the fraud was discovered, and this action was brought by the mother 
and daughter, as exeoutors and trustees of the father, against the mort- 
gagees, claiming a declaration that the mortgages were void as against 
them, and an order for the delivery up of the title deeds. Kay, J. held 
that T. F. Cooper (the son) had intended to personate his father, and that 
consequently the mortgage deeds were in effect forgeries, were in truth no 
deeds at all (except as against T. F. Cooper, the son, and persons claiming 
through him), and passed no interest to the mortgagees. His lordship ac- 
cordingly declared the mortgage deeds void as against the plaintiffs and the 
other persons interested under the will (except T. F. Cooper, the son), and 
ordered the title deeds to be delivered up to the plaintiffs. The Court of 
Appeal (Jesszz, M.R., and Corron and Linptey, L.JJ.), affirmed the 
decision. JzsseL, M.R., said that the question to be decided was a very 
singular one—viz., whether a deed which purported to be executed by 
T. F. Cooper, and which was executed by a person of that name, was of was 
not @ false deed, and the court was, by reason of the death of the son and 
the solicitor, compelled to arrive at @ conclusion upon indirect evidence— 
4.0, if inference. It was clear that T. IF. Cooper (the son) 
knew all about the trust. The question was whether when he signed th 
mortgage deeds he was personating his father. If he was, the deeds were 
forgeries. If he was signing the deeds in his own name, other considerations 
would arise. Theevidence was, to his lordship’s mind, conclusive. It was 
_ that the son took the deeds to the solicitor as his own title deeds. 

e solicitor must certainly have asked him whether he had incumbered the 
property. He must have known that the solicitor was treating him as the 
owner, Again, it was manifest to anyone who read the mortgage deeds, or 
to whom they were properly explained, that they purported to be the deeds of 
the father; that it was the father, not the son, who was purporting to convey, 





It had been suggested that the son was an ignorant man; there was no proof 
of it ; that he believed he was conveying his own interest ia the property; » 
that was not proved ; and that it should be assumed that the deeds were not 
read over to him or properly explained tohim. The evidence on this point 
was very vague. But there was a legal presumption that a man knew the 
contents of a deed which he executed, and that presamption could not be re- 
butted by a mere assertion. Looking at the surrounding circumstances, his 
lordsbip was satisfied, not that the son knew the exact words of the 

deeds, but that he knew that the solicitor believed that it was {the father who 
was conveying. Hislordship therefore agreed in the conclusions of Kay, J., 
that the son’ did personate the father, and that the mortgage deeds 
were false deeds and forgeries, and passed nothing to the mortgagees. 
Corron, L.J., said that the mortgage deeds purported to be the deeds, not o 
the son,.but of the father, who bore the same names, and had the same descrip- 
tion, and hislordship could, on the facts, come to nootherconclusion than thatthe 
son intended to represent to the solicitor that the mortgage deeds would be the 
deeds of the father. There was nothing to show the solicitor that he was the 
heir of his father, and the reasonable conclusion which any one would have 
drawn.was that he was himself the T. F. Cooper in whom a title was shown 
by the instruments which were produced. And under ordinary circumstances 
aman must be taken to intend that which would be the reasonable conclu- 
sion from his acts. If the son had intended to act as the agent of his mother 
and sister in procuring the mortgages, he would not have taken to the solicitor 
only the muniments of title which were prior to the will, He must be 
taken to have executed the mortgage deeds as the deeds of the person whom 
he had shown tohave a title to the properties by the deeds which he had pro- 
duced. He must be taken to have committed a forgery—t.e., to have executed 
forged instruments for a fraudulent purpose. He may not have thought he was 
committing forgery, but he must have known he was doing a fraudulent act. 
The deeds must be treated as forged deeds, and could convey nothing to the 
mortgagees. » title cop obtained under the Middlesex. Regia A 
because the deeds pe the deads of the father, not.of.theheir. 
ha&tbeerr urge eds whi een deposited with the mort- 
gagees by the son, who was a trustee and executor of the father’s will, could 
not be takenaway from them. But the legal owners of the deeds were coming 
to a court of law and equity, on the ground that an attempt had been made 
to dispose of their property and their deeds. It was not like the case of McLeod 
vy. Drummond (14 Ves. 353, 17 Ves. 151), which was an application to a court 
of equity by two executors to compel bankers to deliver up some bonds of the 
testator which had been pledged with them by two co-executors of, the 
plaintiffs, and the court refused to grant the application, because the pfain- 
tiffs had by their condact enabled their co-executors to deal with the bonds. 
Linpxey, L.J., said that if there had been no leasehold property, the son 
being heir-at-law to bis father, and the will not having been registered, the 
mortgagees might, perhaps, have got a good title under the Regisiry Act, on 
the ground that the son was dealing with the property as heir-at-law. Bat he 
could not make any title to the leaseholds except through the will. The 
inference was, therefore, irresistible that he was passing himself off as his 
father, as the owner of the freehold and leasehold property comprised in the 
title deeds, which he could be only on the theory that he was the person whom 
those deeds showed to have a title. According to The Queen v. Ritson (L. R. 1 
C. C. R. 200), the son could have been indicted for forgery. It had been 
urged that the widow and danghter had been guilty of negligence in not 
registering the father’s will. In one sense, no doubt, this negligence had led 
to the commission of the fraud. But the authorities, such as the The Bank 
Ireland vy. Evans (5 H. L. ©. 389); Baxendale v. Bennett (26 W. R. 89 
L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 525); and Johnston’s Claim (19 W. R. 457, L. RB. 
Ch. 212), showed that it was not sufficiently the proximate cause 
to make the plaintiffs responsible for the fraud. . 

A question also arose as to costs, The plaintiffs had made some 
of the beneficiaries under the will defendants to the action, and 
Kay, J., had ordered the mortgagees to pay the plaintiffs’ costs of 
the action, and also the costs of the beneficiaries. The Court of 


A that the beneficiaries ough _haye been made parties, 
and that, therefore, the mortgagees ought not to have been ordered to 
pay their costs, and they varied the order of Kay, J., in this respect. 
Jesset, M.R., said_that under the present practice trustess represented their 
cestuis que trust in a litigation with strangers, and theo agh 

y ar he allowance of their costs 
discreti cour 
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of the plaintiffs; yer, were fi the «‘iscretion of the court, and there couk 
be no appeal as to those costs. But, wi'l all deference to Bay, J., his lord- 
ship thought that the present case was peculiarly one in which the discretion 
of the court should have been exercised in punishing the plaintiffs for their 
carelessness by depriving them of costs. For this reason, as well as because a 
variation had been made in the order, no costs of appeal would be giveo to 
the plaintiffs—Soxrcrrors, Newman, Jeans, & Co. ; Lewis & Lewis; Alien 
§ Edwards. 
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Serrtep Estates Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vier. c. 18), s, 4, sUB-section 3— 
LzasE OF A MIngRAL—SatT Worxs—Bring.—Upon a petition presented 
under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, Jn the Matter of Dudley's Settled Estates, 
before Vice-Chancellor Hall on the Slst ult., a question arose as to the 
application of sub-section 3 of section 4 of the Act, which provides that, 
where the lease to be authorized is “of any earth, coal, stone, or mineral, 
a certain proportion of the rent or payment reserved shall be set aside and 
invested to form part of the capital of the settled estate. In the preseat 
case the pro lease was of certain salt works in Cheshire, forming part 
of the settled estate, and the question submitted for his lordship's decision 
was whether or not the salt was a —— within the ee the 
atatute, so as to make it requisite to provi setting apart vesting 
the due proportion of royalty reserved, It appeared from the evidence 
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that the salt was obtained by pumping up brine-water from a depth of 150 
feet and more, and then evaporating the same. The brine-water was 
formed by the percolation of rain-water through strata of rock salt, and it 
was proved that if is was not pumped up, it was drawn off to other distant 
shafte, or found its way to the sea. Hatt, V.C., held that the proposed 
lease, so far as it dealt with the brine, would not fall within the sub-section 
of the statute, and gave an unconditional sanction to it.—SoLicrrors, 
Cunliffe, B t, ¢ D t. 
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Marriep WomaN—REsTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION—POWER OF CouURT To 
BIND InTEREST—CoNsENT OF MarrigD WomAn—ConvEYANCING AND Law 
oF Property Act, 1881, s. 39—Srerparate Use—Power or APPoINTMBNT— 
Payment oF Dests.—In a case of Hodges v. Hodges, before Fry, J., on the 
8rd inst., a question arose as to the exercise of the power which is given to the 
court by section 39 of the Conveyancing Act of 1881, to remcve a restraint on 
anticipation which is impored on an estate limited to the separate estate of a 
married woman, Section 39 provides that, ‘‘ Notwithstanding that a married 
woman is restrained from anticipation, the court may, if it thinks fit, where it 
appears to the court to be for her benefit, by judgment or order, with her con- 
sent, bind her interest in any property.” The facts were these. A testator 
who died in 1843 bequeathed a legacy to trustees, on trust to pay the income 
to his daughter for her life, for her separate use, without power of anticipation ; 
and after her death to hold the legacy on certain trusts for the benefit of her 
children. And, in case she should die without leaving any child or children, 
then to hold the fund in trust for such persons and in such manner as the 
daughter, whether covert or sole, should by will appoint, and, in default of 
appointment, in trust for the daughter absolutely. The suit was instituted in 
the Court of Chancery, in 1845, to administer the testator’s estate, and an 
administration decree was made in that year. The daughter’s legacy was 
invested and carried over to a separate account for heraelf and others in 
successior. In 1874 she married a Frenchman, who was a domiciled French 
subject, and was residing in France, A contrat de marriage, according to 
French Jaw, was executed in France upon the marriage, but it did not affect in 
any way the fand in court, and no other settlement affecting that fund was 
made. In 1882, there having been no issue of the marriage, and the wife being 
fifty-five years of age, an application, by summons in the suit, was made on 
behalf of the wife (by a next friend) and the husband, asking that, notwith- 
standing the restraint on anticipation imposed by the will, an order might be 
made, pursuant to section 39 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, that a part of 
the fund in court should be sold, and the proceeds of sale paid to the wife on her 
separate receipt. The wife made an affidavit, in which she said that she had 
during several years past been contracting debts with tradespeople and others, 
in the neighbourhood where she lived in France, in excess of her means of 
payment, and that she was then indebted to the extent of several hundreds of 
pounds, and was being muck harassed by her creditors, who, knowing that 
she was entitled to a large sum in the Court of Chancery in England, were 
causing her very great annoyance and trouble by their importunity. A letter 
‘was also in evidence, written by the wife to the solicitors who had issued 
the summons, urging them in the strongest terms to obtain the money for 
her. No one was served with the summons, and no one appeared in 
opposition to it, It was urged that it was clearly for the benefit of the wife 
that she should be freed from the annoyance caused to her by her creditors, 
Fry, J., said that under the circumstances he thought it would be for the 
benefit of the wife that the restraint on anticipation should be removed to the 
extent asked by the present application, and he was prepared to exercise the 
power given to him by section 39 for that purpose. The next question was 
whether, that restriction being removed, a part of the capital of the fund should 
be paid out to her, She had no child and was now past the age of child-bearing. 
According to the decision of Hall, V.C., in In re Harvey's Estate (28 W. R. 73, 
L. R. 13 Ch. D. 216), if she should execute the power of appointment given to 
her by the will, her appointees would take subject to the payment of her debts 
contracted on the faith of her separate estate. And, if she did not exercis3 the 
power of appointment, it was equally clear that her executors would take the 
fund, subject to the payment of the same debts, Therefore, quacunque vid, 
the fard would, after her deatb, be subject to the payment of her debts. His 
lordship therefore thought that the order asked for might be made. He had 
felt some doubt whether he ought not to require the attendance of the married 
‘woman to be separately examined as to her consent. But he understood that 
in other branches of the court this formal consent bad not been required under 
section 39, and, therefore, he would not require it in the present case. But at 
the same time he thought it was worthy of consideration whether upon an 
application of this kind a separate examination of the married woman should 
not be taken, for there was great danger that such applications might be made 
— the knowledge of the married woman,—Soxicrrors, Hurting, Son, $ 

is. 





Practice—Motion To vary Mixutzs—Propuction or Cory or Reais- 
TraR’s Nore.—In a case of Robinson v. The Local Board for Barton, before 
Fry, J., on the 8rd inst., a motion was made to vary the minutes of an order 
on a special case pronounced by his lordship on the 27th of February. Fay, 
J., granted the application. And he said that when such a notice is made the 
solicitor of the moving party ought to make a previous application to the 
registrar who was in court at the time when the order was made, for a copy of 
the note which he then entered in his book, and this copy ought to be phe be 
in court on the hearing of the motion. This would prevent the delay which 
would otherwise be cansed by the judge having himself to apply to the regis. 
trar for his note.—Soricrrors, Byrne § Lucas; Le Riche § Bi 


Common Appurtenant — Limitation ~ Vauipity or Custom — 
Prescairtion Act (2& 3 Wu, 4, c. 71), s. 1—In a one of Morley vy. 








Clifford, before Fry, J. on the 4th inst, the question was raised 
whether a claim by prescription to an unlimited right of common on 
the waste of a manor, in respect of a copyhold tenant of the manor, could 
be a valid claim. There did not appear to be any modern authority 
on the point directly applicable. Fry, J., said that the only right 
which could be claimed under section 1 of the Prescription Act was a 
right which could lawfally exist atcommon law. The law on the subject was 
thus stated in Cruise’s Digest (4th ed.), vol. 3, p. 67 :—‘‘ Common appurte- 
nant may be for cattle without number, or for a certain number only ; and 
may be appurtenant toa manor by prescription, or by grant, made since 
time of memory ; and that as well for a certain number of cattle as withont 
number; where it is without number, it is restrained to cattle /evant and 
couchant on the land to which it is annexed. Therefore, if a person claims 
common by prescription on the land of another, for all manner of com: 
monable cattle as belonging to a tenant, this is a void prescription, becanse 
he does not say that it isfor cattle Zevant and couchant on the land.” And 
this statement was fally borne out by what was said in Rolle’s Abridgment, 
p. 898.—Souicitors, Morley & Shireff; Woodbridge & Sons. 


Brit or ExcHaNnGE—ALTERATION AFTER ACCEPTANCE—NEGLIGENCE oF 
AccepToR—RiGHTs OF INDORSEE—STAMPING AFTER ALTERATION,—In a case 
of Adelphi Bank v. Edwards, before Chitty, J., on the 4th inst., an im- 
portant question was raised as to whether the indorsee of a bill of exchange 
could recover on the bill under the following circumstances :—The bill was 
drawn for £22 2s,, payable four months after date in London, but before the 
figures 22 and after the word London blanks were left which were filled in by 
the insertion of the figure 2 so as to make the bill to be for the sum of £222 2s., 
and the words “Two hundred and” were also inserted. The bill was im- 
pressed with a stamp for 3s., capable of being used fora sum of £300, The 
defendant pleaded us a defence that the bill was altered in a material part 
after acceptance, and was, therefore, void ; to which the plaintiffs replied that 
the defendant had contributed by his negligence to the fraud, and, therefore, 
was not entitled to raise the objection, Another defence was raised that the 
bill was void, as it was not stamped after the alteration. Curry, J., said 
that the alteration in a material part voided the bill unless the defendant had 
precluded himself from raising the objection. He did not think the defendant, 
who was a Welsh farmer, could claim any indulgence on that ground, and 
that the same rule must apply whether the defendant was a farmer or a 
director of the Bank of England. ‘There had been no actual representation 
by the defendant, as the plaintiffs had not inquired of him whether the bill 
in its present form had been accepted by him, so that the only question was 
whether he could impute negligence to him. He considered the case 
covered by that of the Société Générale v. The Metropolitan Bank 
(21 W. Kk. 335). The plaintiffs, no doubt, relied greatly upon the case of 
Young v. Grote (2 Bing. 453) and some more recent cases, but ia Young v. 
Grote the case was one of banker and customer, and the customer, by giving 
a blank cheque which was subsequently filled in for a larger amount than he 
had intended, had himself contributed tothe fraud. Moreover, there the 
customer did not sue on the cheque, but for the balance of his account. The 

resent case was also distinguishable from those where the acceptance kad 
Coie in blank. ‘Two Scotch cases had beenrelied upon, but he did not think 
they governed this case, and he thought the lors must remain where it had 
fallen, that was, on the plaintiffs, who had trusted the drawers, and against 
whom they would have their remedy over. The defence that the bill was 
stamped before the alteration was, in his opinion, also a good one, and the 
Stamp Act clearly required a bill of exchange to be stamped after any altera- 
tion which in effect made it a new bill, On the whole, therefore, there must 
be judgment for the defendant with costs. He would, however, allow a stay 
of execution pending an appeal, if an appeal were brought within fourteen days. 
—Soxicirors, Brock § Chapman ; Toulmin & Son; C. Richards § Son. 


VENDOR AND PurcuasER—Loss BY Frre-—PayMent By InsuRANCE Com- 
PANY TO VENDOR—RIGHT TO OBTAIN REPAYMENT—CONTRACT oF INDEMNITY. 
—In a case of Casiellain v. Preston, before Chitty, J., on the 4th inst., an 
important question was argued, whether an insurance company could 
recover from a vendor of property certain policy-moneys in respect of a fire 
on the property, after the contract for sale, where the whole purchase-money 
bad been subsequently paid to the vendor. In the case of Rayner v. Preston, 
an action brought by the purchaser against the same defendant, claiming an 
abatement out of the purchase-monoy in respect of the policy-moneys, or & 
direction that they might be applied in reinstating the property, Cotton and 
Brett, L.JJ., James, L.J., diss., held (L. R.8 Ch. D. 1) that the purchaser 
was not entitled to either form of relief, and that the action must be dis- 
missed, Cotton and Brett, L.JJ., however, suggested that the insurance 
company might be entitled to recover the amount paid from the vendor, and 
hence this action was subsequently brought by the insurance company for 
the amount, and the case was tried at the last assizes by Chitty, J. After 
argament, upon further consideration, Curry, J., held that there was no 
express authority upon the point, and therefore that it must be considered 
upon principle, The question really was whether the principle of subroga- 
tion applied, as in such cases as North British, &c., Company v. London, 
Liverpool, and Globe Insurance Company (L. BR. 6 Ch. D, 569) and Simpson v. 
Thomson (L. R. 3 App. 279). In the present case, however, he was asked 
to go much beyond any previous decision, and he considered the contract of 
insurance here was one entirely collateral to the contract of sale. The 
result was that, in his opinion, the action failed, and that the same must be 
dismissed, with coste.—Soricirons, Laces, Bird, Newton, § Richardson, 
Liverpool ; Anthony & Imlach, Liverpool. 
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Company—WINDING-UP PeTITION—ForMAL AFFIDAVIT VERIFYING PetI- 
TION—EFFECT oF SUCH AFFIDAVIT DEALING WITH Measures or INroRMA- 
TION AND BetieF—RvLE 4, GENERAL ORDERS, NoVEMBER, 1862.—In a case 
of In re New Callao Company, also before Chitty, J., on the 4th inst., on the 
opening of a winding-up petition the objection was taken that there was no 
sufficient evidence of the facts stated in the petition. The usual formal affi- 
davit verifying the petition had been filed under rule 4 of the General Orders 
under the Companies Act, 1862 ; but this affidavit also went into other matters, 
and stated the dey onent’s information and belief as to the allegations in the 
petition. It was contended by the company who opposed the petition that 
the affidavit could not be’relied on, as the formal affidavit made primd 
facie evidence by rule, as it went beyond such formal affidavit, and, so far as it 
dealt with matters of information and belief, such statements were not evid- 
ence in reliance on Gilbert v. Endean (L. R. 9 Ch. D. 259), It was therefore 
contended that there was no evidence in support of the petition. Currry, J., 
said he did not think the affidavit was less the formal affidavit meant by 
the rule because it dealt with other matters, and that even if the allegations 
as to information and belief were not evidence, still the effect of that would 
simply be to avoid that part of the affidavit, and not to affect the formal part 
verifying the petition. He, therefore, held there was sufficient prima facie 
evidence in support of the petition, and he accordingly gave the respondents 
leave to adduce evidence in answer, reserving the question of costs.—So.1- 
citors, Greenfield & Abbott ; Lewis Davis. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hieu Court or Justice,—QuvuseEn’s Bencu Diviston. 
(Sittings in Banc, before Grove, J., and Huppteston, B.). 
March 30.—In the Matter of E. D. Lewis, a Solicitor, 


Candy moved, pursuant to notice, that an attachment should issue against 
the defendant for a contempt of court in disobeying an order made a few days 


ago. 

Murphy, Q.C., appeared for the defendant to oppose the motion. 

The order in question was to deliver up to the present solicitors of Mr. 
Maitland certain papers ani documents in possession of the defendant, who, 
up to February 28, had acted as solicitor to Mr. Maitland, and who will 
shortly be tried for perjury at the Old Bailey. On the above date the court, 
acting on a report of Master Mellor, had held that Mr. Lewis discharged him- 
self, as be said he would not go on acting, or tantamount to it, unless Mr. 
Maitland brought him £30 more than the fifty guineas already paid him by 
Mrs. Heath, who entered into a contract in writing with the defendant for 
him to defend Maitland at the police court. 

Candy said the only documents handed over to the present solicitor of Mr. 
Maitland were some newspapers, programmes, letters, and play-bills, which 
had no bearing on the criminal charge whatever. 

Murphy said bis client claimed to retain the brief he had drawn up for 
counsel, copies of depositions, for which he had paid £1 7s. 6d., and official 
copies of documents. These, he contended, were not “belonging” to the 
client, but were the fruit of hisown outlay and industry. Mr, Maitland 
had, in fact, paid nothing, and Mrs, Heath did not complain of the scale 
of the defendant’s charges. The order had been virtually complied with, 
and there had been no wilful disobedience on the part of Mr. Lewis. 

Grove, J., thought the rule should be made absolute for an attachment, 
The court had not looked at the form of the rule, and that, perhaps, might 
have been made more specific ; but enough had been said to show that it 
had been evaded. It was idle to suppose the order merely applied to the 
irrelevant matter handed to the client. In his judgment, Mr. Lewis had 
been amply and more than amply remunerated, and he was not pushed by 
his client into any straits or impoverished condition, He thought the 
documents did belong to Maitland, though with a lien on them for the 
solicitor’s costs ; at all events, within the meaning of the order, which was 
that they were to be returned undefaced in twelve days after the trial to 
the defendant. To allow such a compliance would be utterly to frustrate and 
disobey the order of the court. Mr, Maitland’s whole defence at the Old 
Bailey might be out short and destroyed for want of these papers. He (the 
learned judge) felt convinced that the defendant knew perfectly well that he 
was evading the order of the court when he handed the useless papers over. 

Hupp.ieston, B., thought a gross and scandalous contempt had been 
committed by the defendant, who must have known the intention of the 
court, and have set himself deliberately to evade that authority whioh 
ag | were bound to vindicate. 

ule absolute, with costs.—Times. 








On Tuesday last leave to appeal in the case of Copp v. Lynch and the Law 
Life Assurance Company was again refused by Mathew and Cave, JJ., 
Mathew, J., remarking that ‘‘ the only effect of the decision was that solicitors, 
if they received commission in such cases, must let their clients know that 
they received it ; so that it should be received openly and ‘above board.’ That 
was all, and how was that of importance ?” 


Mr. Justice Hawkins has fixed the following dates for holding tho ensuing 
Spring Assizes on the Western Circuit—viz., for the county of Somerset and 
the county of the city of Bristol, at Taunton, Tuesday, April 18; for the 
counties of Devon and Cornwall, at Exeter, Monday, April 24; and for the 
counties of Southampton, Wilts, and Dorset, at Winchester, Tuesday, May 16. 
Mr, Baron Huddleston has fixed the following dates for holding the Spring 
Assizes on the Oxford Cirouit:—Reading, Tuesday, April 18; Worcester, 
Satyrday, April 22 ; Stafford, Friday, April 28, 





SOCIETIES. 


BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The annual meeting of this association was held in the Middle Temple-hall, 
on Friday, the 31st ult. Lord Justice Brett presided. 

Mr. Macrory read the report, which stated that the growth of the demands 
on the association was rapid, but no equivalent increase was found in its 
funds, Doring the past year the subscriptions received were £186 less thaa 
in the preceding twelve months, amounting only to £963. Applications for 
relief were numerous and urgent, but many most deserving cases were meces- 
sarily refused assistance. The report referred with regret to the death of 
= John Karslake, one of the trustees, whose place was taken by Mr. Justice 

anisty. 

Lord Justice Brett, in moving the adoption of the report, said that on 
the Northern Circuit whenever a sum was wanted every member of the 
circuit subscribed a guinea, those who supposed themselves in good business 
subscribed two guineas, and all Queen’s Counsel gave three guineas, He 
did not think it would be at alla bad plan if the Attorney and Solicitor 
Geueral, the heads of the bar, were to send round a circular to every member 
of the bar and ask him, in support of that society, to allow his name to be 
put down for at least a guinea. 

n Mr. 8S. Prentice, Q.C., treasurer of the Middle Temple, seconded the resolu- 
ion. 

The Recorper of London and Mr. Justice MarHEw moved and szconded a 
resolution appointing Mr. Justice Manisty one of the trustees. 

Lord Coterpace, in moving the election of the committee of management, 
said he always thought the Barristers’ Benevolent Institution the most 
valusble institution in connection with the profession, and he regretted that 
it did not receive a larger amount of support. Of course, no man wouid feel 
that all his charity was done when he subscribed to an institation of that 
kind. He could not for one instant believe that the sources of bis generosity 
dried up because he supported a society which did that for him which he could 
not do personally ; but there were numbers and numbers of persons to whom 
a little help from time to time, such as this society could give, was a matter 
of paramount necessity. The Lord Chief Justice then referred, with mach 
feeling, to the death of Sir John Karslake, to whose great qualities he had 
tried to bear public witness as he could to the virtues of one who for 
many years had been his greatest opponent and his greatest friend. He was 
one ofthe most genial, high-minded, and generous men. 

The meeting was also addressed by the Attorney-General (Sir H. Jameg 
Q.C.), the Solicitor-General (Sir F. Herschell, Q.C.), Vice-Chancellor Hall, 
Mr. Baron Huddleston, Mr, Murphy, Q.C., Mr. Baron Pollock, Mr. RB. B. 
Turner, and Mr, Justice Manisty, who said that out of 7,000 gentlemen who were 
really or nominally members of the profession, only 633 subscribed to the 
society. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

Tuesday, March 28.—Mr. CO. E. Barry in the chair—Mesars, W. E. John- 
son and H. J. Randolph Hemming were elected members of the society. 
Mr. Prankerd opened the question, ‘‘Should the Church of England be 
disestablished and disendowed?” ia the affirmative. After a very ani 
mated debate, extending over three hours, in the course of which Messrs: 
T. P. Rhys, T. B. Napier, and W. A. Bilney supported the opener, and 
Messrs. Fargus, Price, W. Austin, Strickland, J. Van Sommer, Hick, and R. 
B. Pope the negative, a division was taken, which resulted in the question 
being negatived by a majority of one vote. The number preaent was thirty- 
seven. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting held at Clement’s-inn-hall, on Wednesday, March 22, Mr. 
B. T. Bartrum in the chair, Mr. Mott Whitehouse moved, “That the laws 
of England ought to be codified.” The opener was supported by 
Messrs. Tillotson, Spence, Symes, and Blackwell, and o by Messrs. 
Clarkson and Jenks. Mr. Mott Whitehouse having raplied, the motion was 
put tothe meeting, and carried by a majority of nine votes. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


A meeting of this society was held on the 14th ult., Alfred Canning, Esq., 
in the chair. Several new honorary «ad ordinary members were elected, and 
other business transacted, after which a debate took place on the subject :— 
“ Are the legal difficulties whic 1 have been suggested as attendant upon the 
construction of the proposed Channel Tuanel worthy of serious consideration ?” 
The speakers on the affirmative were, Messrs. Streetly, Platnauer, Steere, 
Jeffreys, G. T. Edwards, and E, C. Rogers; and on the negative, Messrs. 
T. A. Jenkyn Brown, Barrows, Whitaker, and Ryland. The debate, which 
was an interesting one, was carried in the negative by a majority of one. 
There was a large attendance of members and a few visitors. 

The 702nd ordinary meeting of this society was held on Tuesday, the 
28th of March, A. G. Baller, Esq., in the chair. The subject for debate 
was, ‘“‘Is Hobbs v. The London and South-Western Railway Company, viewed 
in the light of recent decisions, a safe guide as to the law on remoteness of 
damage?’ The chief recent decision referred to was that of McMahon v. 
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Field (L. B. 7 Q. B. D. 591), decided last year. The speakers on the 
affirmative were Messrs, Ryland, W. Thompson, Stevens, and Coley; and 
on the negative, Messrs. G. T. Edwards, Atkins, and Cochrane. The 
— was decided in favour of the affirmative by the casting vote of the 
cbairman. 


MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The eleventh meeting of the session of this society was held on Tuesday 
evening, March 28, at the Law Library, Cross-street, the chair being taken 
by Mr. J. W. Hamilton, LL.B., barrister-at-law. The question for disous- 
sion was as follows:—“Is Hobbs v. London and South-Western Railway 
Company, viewed in the light of recent decisions, a safe guide as to the law 
on remoteness of damage ?’’ Hobbs v. London and South-Western Railway 
Company (L. RB. 10 Q, B. D. 111), Lilley v. Doubleday (L. R. 7 Q. B. 510), 
McMahon y. Field (L. BR. 7 Q. B. 591). The affirmative was opened by Mr. 
Solly, and he was supported by Messrs. Gibb, Higham, Brooks, Coward, 
and Hawkins. For the negative there spoke Messrs. Branthwaite, Fox, 
Rayner, and Carr. The chairman summed up the arguments, and on the 
voting being taken the question was decided in the affirmative by a majority 
of one. Members present, 28. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. THOMAS WOODCOCK. 


Mr. Thomas Woodcock, solicitor, of Haslingden and Ramsbottom, died on 
the 9th ult. Mr. Woodcock was born in 1810, He was admitted a sclicitor 
in 1833, and he had practised for many years at Haslingden. He was 
associated in partnership with his sons, Mr. John Woodcock, who was 
admitted in 1863, and Mr. Thomas Woodcock, junior, who was admitted in 
1865. He wasa perpetual commissioner for Lancashire, and he had a very 
extensive private practice. He was registrar of the Haslingden County Court 
(Circuit No. 4), and was formerly clerk to the county magistrates, in which 
position he had been succeeded by his eldest son. 





MR. EDWARD AUGUSTUS HILDER. 


Mr, Edward Augustus Hilder, solicitor, of Gravesend, died on the 21st ult., 
in his seventy-first year. Mr, Hilder was born in 1811. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1836, and had practised for many years at Gravesend. He was a 
perpetual commissioner for the county of Kent, and had a very extensive 
private business. Mr. Hilder also held several important appointments. He 
had been for several years high bailiff cf the Gravesend and Dartford County 
Courts (Circuit Ne. 48), and clerk to the deputy-lieutenants for the Gravesend 
District of the county. He was also coroner for the borough of Gravesend. A 
few years ago he.was appointed a magistrate for the borough. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Caancery Division. 
Notice.—Easter Vacation, 1882. 


There will be no sitting in court ‘n the Easter Vacation. 

During the vacation all applications which may require to be imme- 
diately or promptly heard are to be made to the honourable Mr. Justice 
Kay, at Judges’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice. 

In any case of great urgency, when not sitting in judges’ chambers, the 
brief of counsel may be sent to the Vacation Judge by book-post, or parcel, 
prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the affidavits in support of the 
application, and also by @ minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by 
counsel, of the order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and an 
envelope capable of receiving the papers, and addressed as follows :— 
* Chancery Official Letter : To the Registrar in Vacation, Chuncery Registrars’ 
Office, Chancery-lane, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions or writs of ne exeat regno, in addition to 
the above, there must aleo be sent the original writ, or acopy of it with 
the indorsements thereon, a copy of the statement of claim (if any), and, if 
the original writ is not sent, a certificate that it has been issued, 

The papers sent to the vacation judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the vacation judge when not sitting in judges’ chambers 
ean b3 obtained on application at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal 
Courts of Justice (Room 136). 

The chambers of Mr. Justice Chitty will be open on Satarday, April 8, 
from 11 till 1. 

On Good Friday, and on Monday and Tuesday in Easter week, the judges’ 
chambers and Chancery offices will not be open: ord. 61, r. 4. 

Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, April 5, 1882. 








The committee for promoting a memorial to the late Mr. Street met on 
Toesday in the central hall of the Royal Courts of Justice, when, on the 
proposel of the Prince of Wales, it was resolved to place a full-length figure of 
the lamented architect in one of the bays of the central hall, Mr, H, H. 
Armetead, R.A., was selected as the sculptor. 









LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. CHARtes Dyrxe ACLAND, barrister, who has been elected M.P. for 
the Eastern Division of the County of Cornwall in the Liberal interest, is the 
eldest son of Sir Thomas Dyke Acland, Bart. He was born in 1842, and wag 
educated at Christ Church, Oxford. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1569, and he is a member of the Western 
Circuit. 

Mr. Tuomas Penny, solicitor (of the firm of Bullock & Penny), of Berk. 
hampstead, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Avucustus Henry MAULE, solicitor, of Newnham and Lydney, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


The Hon. Witt1am MacnaGutTen ERSKINE, barrister, has succeeded to 
the Peerage on the death of his father, the fourth Lord Erskine. The new 
peer was born in 1841. He was for several years a captain in the 9th Lancers, 
and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1878. He has 
practised in the Chancery Division. 


Mr. WiLt1AM Jesse Freer, solicitor (of the firm of Freer, Reeve, Blunt, 
& Rowlatt), of Leicester, has been appointed by the high sheriff of Leicester- 
shire (Mr. William Winterton) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
current year. Mr, Freer was admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Epwarp CressweLL Peete, solicitor, of Shrewsbury, has been 
appointed by the high sheriff of Shropshire (Mr. James Jenkinson) to be 
Under-Sheriff of that county for the current year. Mr, Peele is town clerk 
of the borough of Shrewsbury, and clerk to the county magistrates. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1868. 


Mr. Ricnarp Huaues PRriTcHARD, solicitor (of the firm of Hughes & 
Pritchard), of Bangor, has been appointed by the high sheriff of Carnarvon- 
shire (Mr. Joseph Evans) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the current 
year, Mr. Pritchard was admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Tuoomas Dewnourst Lincarp, solicitor, of Manchester, has been 
appointed by the high sheriff of Rutlandshire (Mr. John William Davenport 
Hindley), to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the current year. Mr. 
Lingard was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 


Mr. THomas Watters, solicitor, of Carmarthen, has been appointed by 
the high sheriff of Carmarthenshire (Mr. Frederick Lewis) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the current year. Mr. Walters was admitted a 
solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. Joun Lioyp Grirritns, solicitor and notary, of Beaumaris and 
Holyhead, has been appointed by the high sheriff of Anglesea (Mr. Hugh 
Edwards) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the current year. Mr. 
Griffiths was admitted a solicitor in 1865. He is town clerk of the borough 
of Beaumaris. 


Mr, Francis TREGONWELL JOHNS, solicitor, proctor, and notary, of Bland- 
ford, has been appointed by the high sheriff of Dorsetshire (Mr. Charles 
Hambro) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the current year. Mr. Johns 
is registrar of the Blandford County Court, district probate registrar, and 
registrar of the Archdeaconry of Dorset. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1843, and he is in partnership with Mr. Sinclair Traill, the clerk to the 
Blandford Local Board. 


Mr. Epwarp LAMB Waveu, solicitor, of Cockermouth, has been appointed 
by the high sheriff of Camberland (Mr. George Routledge) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the current year. Mr. Waugh is the son of Mr. 
Edward Waugh, solicitor, M.P. for Cockermouth, He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1873. 


Mr. Georce CHAntes Kent, solicitor, of Longton, has been appointed a 
Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Married Women for Staffordshire and the City of Lichfield. 


Mr. Hompurey Toomas CRowTHER Gwynn, solicitor (of the firm of Gwynn, 
Nunneley, & Gwynn), of Bristol and Thornbury, has been appointed a 
Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 
Women for Gloucestershire and Somersetehire, and the City of Bristol. 


Mr, Bensamin Bonner, solicitor, proctor, and notary, of Gloucestershire, 
has been appointed a Magistrate for that city. Mr. Bonner was admitted 
~— in 1852. He is secretary to the Bishop of Gloucester, and registrar of 

e diocese, 


Mr. Witu1am Cuartes Cripps, solicitor, of Tunbridge Wells, has been 
appointed Solicitor to the Som Wells Freehold Land Society, in suc- 
cession to his father, the late Mr. William Charles Cripps, senior. 

Mr. Georce Layton; solicitor (of the firm of Radcliffe, Layton & Steel), 
Liverpool, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 
Horace Cottins, Tuomas WiLKinsoy, and J, Watson STOCKER, solicitors, 
88, London-street, Greenwich. March 24, The business will henceforth 
be continued by Horace Collins and Thomas Wilkinson, 
[ Gazette, March 31.) 
Horatio Witt1am SovTuHatt and Wit11AmM Tuomas, solicitors, 
Waterloo-street, Birmingham (Southal], Thomas, & Southall). 


24, 
Maroh 25. 








SSF || 


epeordbo” 


Evi 
I 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. : 363 








‘ April 8, 1882. 


The said Horatio William Southall will in fature carry on business at No. 
$2, Waterloo-street aforesaid, and the said William Thomas will continue 
to carry on business at No. 24, Waterloo-street, aforesaid. 

(Gazette, April 4.] 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jowt Stock ComPanizs, 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 

CAPITAL Frere Insurance Association, LimiteD,—Petition for winding up, presented 
Mar 25, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on April 22. Howard and Co, New 
Bridge st, solicitors for the petitioner 

EnevisH Mount Manvuracturine Company, Liwitgp.—Chitty, J., has, by an order 
dated Mar 20, appointed Alfred Audrey Broad, 35, Walbrook, to be official liquidator 

GENERAL Frnanciat Bank, Limirep.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Wednesday, April 12, at 
12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

LypNEY AND LypBROOK STEEL AND Trin PLATE Company, Limreap.—Petition for wind- 
ing Ups presented Mar 27, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on April 21. Phelps 
and Co, Gresham st, solicitors for the petitioner 

New Hey Corron Spinning anp Manuracturine Company, Limrrep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented Mar 22, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on April 21. 
Gregory and Co, Bedford row, agents for Wright, Bacup, solicitor for the petitioner 

Waitworth Park Granp Stanp Company, Luwitep.—Hall, V.C., has, by an order 

Mar 15, appointed Benjamin Smyrke, Sunderland, to be official liquidator 
[ Gazette, Mar. 31.] 


Cotumpra Market GENERAL Co-opgRrativeE Stores, Lrurrep.—Hall, V.C., has fixed 
Apr 18 at 1 at the yo Courts of Justice for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Fring Arts ALLIANCE Co-opgRATIVE Society, Liwitep.—Hall, V.C., has by an order, 

Mar 18, appointed Charles Minshull, 19, Change alley, to be official liquidator. 

Creditors are required, on or before May 10, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. May 17 at 1 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Hawxstor Curva Cray Company, Limitep.—Kay, J., has by an order, dated Feb 7, 
appointed Herbert Ernest Matthew Davies, 5, Queen st, Cheapside, to be official 
liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. May 15 at 12is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Stanparp Crepit Company, Liuitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Mar 29, 
directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on Apr 21. Solomon, Finsbury pavement, 
solicitor for the petitioner 

StRaHAN AND Company, LiairEp.—Petition for winding up, presented Apr 1, directed 
padi heard before Fry, J.,on Apr 21, Phelps and Co, Gresham st, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

Sun Exvxcrric Ligut Company, LimiteD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 10, 
to send their names and addresses, and the — of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Threlkeld Edwards, 66, Coleman st. May 23 at 12is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


[ Gazette, April 4.] 
UNimMitep In CHANCERY, 
Potrenres, SHREWSBURY, AND NortH WALES Raitway Company.—Petition for winding 
up, —_ Mar 30, directed to be heard before Fry, J.,on April 21, Markby and 
Co, Coleman st, solicitors for the petitioners 
(Gazette, Mar. 31.] 


Braiguton Aquarium Company.—Petition for winding up, presented Apr 1, directed 
to be heard before Fry, J.,on Apr 21, Hughes and Son, Bedford st, Covent Garden, 


solicitors for the petitioner = 
(Gazette, April. 4.] 
County PALATINE oF LANCASTER, 


HANLEY AND BucKNELL Coat Company, Limirsp.—By an order made by the V.C., 
dated Mar 23, it was ordered that the company be wound up, Newall, Ashton under 


Lyne, solicitor for the petitioners : 
[_ Gazette, April 4.] 
Srannanies or CoRNWALL. 


CaLuineton Consoxs, Liuitzp.—Petition for winding up, presented Mar 25, directed to 
be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Law Institution, Chancery lane, on Monday, 
April 17 at 3, Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing, in opposition to the 
petition, must be filed at the Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or before April 15, and 
notice thereof must at the same time be given to the petitioner, his solicitors, or their 
agent. Cock, Truro, agent for Snell and Co, George st, Mansion House, petitioner’s 


solicitors 
[ Gazette, Mar. 31.] 
FRIENDLY Socreties DissoLveEp. 
Evenine Stan Longe Lzicester INDEPENDENT OnDER OF ODD Fsttows, Old Plough 
Inn, Wigston, Leicester. Mar 30 : 
[ Gazette, April 4.] 








At the Worship-street Police Court on Saturday, Mr. Bushby gave his 
decision regarding an application made on behalf of a firm of cigar makers for 
summonses against two female apprentices, who having, since their signing of 
their indentures, married, now repudiated the contract. Mr. Bushby said he 
had carefully considered the matter, and he was of opinion that the marriage 
of the apprentices had rendered the contract void. He therefore refused to 
grant the summonses. He had searched the law reports, and could find 
nothing directly bearing on the point, and he should, therefore, be glad if the 
applicants would apply for a mandamus, so that the matter could be argued 
before a superior court. Mr. Abbott said he had no doubt his clients would 
take that course, as it was a matter of great importance, not only to them, but 
to all large firms who were employers of female labour. 


At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale, held on Tuesday at 
their sale-room, the following were amongst the prices obtained :—Port 
Philip and Colonial Gold Mining, 3s. 6d. ; Pary’s Copper Corporation £1 
shares, 10s. ; Consolidated Mining, 3s. 6d.; La Plata Mining £2 shares, 
par; Devon Friendship Mining £1 shares, 5s. 9d.; South Darren Mining 
£1 108, shares, 15s. ; Tocopilla Copper Mining and Smelting £1 shares, 
7s. 6d. paid, 9s, 6d. 

Perrsct Day.iient.—Chappuis’ Reflectors supersede in daytime, and improve 
natural daylight. They can be adapted to any window, Fanlight, skylight, area-light, 
&c., wherever natural light is impeded owing to the bad construction of premises or the 
proximity of walls or buildings. They will found to promote health, comfort, and 
economy. They can also be as screens or blinds, and at the same time they act as 

i ‘London alone. For Fon anor 


leet-atrect— 


daylight diffusers. More than 30,000 are in use in 
[Apvz.] 


two stamps to (8, J.) Chappuis, patentee and manufacturer, 69, 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS, 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


AnpreEws, Gzores, Gt Suffolk st, Southwark, Sorter in the General Post Office. April 
17, Andrews v Joslin, Fry, J. Naunton, Cheapside 

am, sina aaen Rosson, Lowestoft. Aprill4, Balls v Archer, Chitty, J. Stevens, 
NOFrwic. 

ee Jouy, Sheffield, Gentleman, April18. Baker v Buxton, Chitty, J. Porrett, 

effie 
—, MARGANEM, Bath. April 29. Martindale v Freeman, Hall, V.C. Gordon, New 
road si 

Haywoop, Wit1AM, Littleham, Devon, Farmer. April 29, Haywood v Haywood, 
Hall, V.C. Adams, Exmouth 

Mittineton, Joun, Leicester, Brick Maker. May 1, Millington v Millington, Hall, 


V.C. Curtis, Leicester 
[ Gazette, Mar. 21.] 


Francis, WitutaM GzorGk Kwarr, East Dereham, Norfolk, Auctioneer. April 21. 
Francis v Baker, Chitty, J. Cooper, East Dereham 

Gorz, Ciara ERswkL1, Land rene April 21. Starkey v The Governors of Queen Anne’s 
Bounty, Hall. V.C. Houghtons and Byfield, Gracechurch st 

Hore, THomas, Gt Longstone, Derby, Wheelwright. April 29. Woodhouse v Hope, 
Hall, V.C. Stone, Wirksworth 

Kina, Bzrnarp, Richmond rd, Barnsbury, Boot Manufacturer. April 29. King v King, 
Chitty, J. May, Bishopsgate st Without 

Torxineton, Oseoon, Holly lodge, Clapham park, Esq. April 21. Smith v Williams, 
Hall, V.C. Boyle, Mecklenburgh sq 

[ Gazette, Mar. 24.] 


Bury, RicuarpD Lez, New Haw, Addlestone, Chertsey. April 25. Madeley v Bury, 
Chitty, J. Trinder, St Helen’s place 

Favunxner, Isaac, Manchester, Gent. May 1. Gardiner v Faulkner, Hall, V.C. 
Broome, Staple inn : 

a ee elg Cliffe-cum-Lund, York, Farmer. April 24. Haller v Haller, Chitty, 

. Young, Yor 

Hickman, SHapRACH, Oaken, Stafford, Farmer. April 25. Fisher v Hartill, Fry, J. 
Neve, Wolverhampton 

Morratt, James Romutvs, Mirfield, York, Maltster. April 25. Moffatt v Moffatt, Fry, 
J. Rhodes, Halifax 3 

Putton, Harriet, Witchampton, Dorset. April22. Lake v Warren, Chitty,J. Smith, 
Blandford Forum, Dorset 

(Gazette, Mar. 28.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


APPLETON, JOHN, Crosby sq, Gent. Apri7. Oxley, Crosby sq 
—_—_, Joun, Stratton St Margaret, Wilts, Brewer. May 6.. Kinneir and Tombs, 
windon 

BALLERAS, GUILLERMO EsTEBAN, Carlton rd, Maida Vale, Merchant. May1. Thomson 
and Co, Cornhill 

Battyz, WxrnyarD, Weybridge, Surrey, Retired Major. May 1. Nisbet and Daw, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Boxycz, ALFRED GzorGE, Eastmeon, Southampton, Saddler. May 25. Albery and 
Lucas, Midhurst, Sussex 

Broap, JamzEs CottiE, Upper st, Islington, Builder. May 1. Mason, Chancery 

Brown, Martin, Tynemouth, Farmer. Junel. Lietch and Co, North Shields 

BRUNSKILL, WILLIAM, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Registrar of Births. Apr10. Barrow and 
Cook, St Helen’s 

Cassan, THomas, Lewisham High rd, Captain. Apr 24. Tompson and Co, Lincoln’s 
inn 

CxiaRrk, JouN, Comberbach, Chester, Gent. Apr 30. Fletcher, Northwich 

Cuark, Saran Exvizasets, Hartley, aoe ae May 15. ib and Brooks, Odiham 

CrockER, GrorGe, Faversham, Kent, Sai er, Apr ll. 

Crort, Henry, Heysham, Lancaster. June 21. Whitaker, Lancaster Pp Strand 

Drakg&, Sir Witt1im Henry, Clanricarde gardens, Bayswater, K.C.B. Mayl. Flux 
and Co, East India avenue 

— _—— Coates, Lansdowne crescent, Kensingion park. April 28. Tidswell, 
Manchester 

Exatt, WILLIAM, Reading, Engineer. Junel. Andrewes, Gresham bldgs 

Farmer, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Hotel Proprietor. May 8. Barlow, Nottingham 

Fry, Jonny, Clapton pk, Gent. April 24. arling, Fetter lane, Fleet st 

ae Cheltenham, Co tioner, and CHaRLoTTEGsoRGE. Junel. Griffiths, 

e 
Cum JouN, Sandringham gardens, Ealing. May 10, Gresham and Davies, Basing- 
all si 

Grierson, Harrret DoroTHEA DanrgELt, Great Yarmouth, May1l. Nisbet and Daw, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

me Cas zs, Tolleshunt Knights, Essex, Farmer. May 8, Turner and Co, Colches- 


r 

Hansory, Danret BELL, Hollywood, Clapham common, Esq. May1, Flux and Co, 
East India avenue 

Heap, Groras, Newgate Market, Licensed Victualler. Apr 26, Newbon and Co, 
Wardrobe pl, Doctors’ commons 

ag ne oun, Church st, Fulham, Licensed Victualler. May 1. Nicholls, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

Hopson, Joun, Kirkbampton, Cumberland, Esq. April8. Saul, Carlisle 

HurtcHines, JouN, Plymouth, Gent. April 15. Palmer, Doncaster 

KNow.gs, Mary, Ashton-under-Lyne. Apr 25. Clayton, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Kyow.ss, Ratpx, Ashton-under-Lyne, Gent. Apr 25. Clayton, Ashton-under-Lyne 

MANGLEs, SEuina TaERzsa, Sunningdale, Berks. May 1. Young and Co, St Mi ‘s 


ct, Poultry 
Orr, Jamus, Liverpool,Gent. Apr12. Mason and Grierson, Liverpool 


PEARCE, CHARLES, Hove, Sussex, Esq. June 30, heey fame mae 5 

Porritt, JonatHan, Bradford, Wool Merchant. May 6. iner and Jeffery, Bradford 

Ric8, JEssk, Bristol, Painter. May 1. Wise, Bristel 

Scort, James, Southend, Hotel Proprietor. Apr 29. or. Southend 

—— CAROLINE Frances, Donhead St Andrew, Wilts. Apr 15, Nodder and 
ater, Salis ury 

Surcrrrre, Grace, Bradford. = 6. Gardiner and Ji , Bradford 

——— Cuarzs, The Boltons, South Kensington, Apr Hawkes and Co, Boro’ 
igh s 

teen, Henry, Ashperton, Hereford, Farmer. May 9, Masefield and Sons, 


jury 
Watxsr, Any, Sheffield. Apr 27. rs and Co, Sheffield 
Wesstsr, Rrcxarp, Queen Victoria st, Watchmaker, May 13. Simpson and Culling- 
ford, Gracechurch st 
Watcs, Exizaneta Coteman, East Stonehouse, Devon. June 25. Wilson, P th 
WHITERILL, CHARLES StEPHEN, Brighton, Colonel. Apr 29. Makinson and . 
Devereux ct, Temple 
= Witutam, Liverpool, Gent, May 1, Morecroft and Winstanley, Liver 


(Gawetie, Mar, 24, 
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LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 30.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Birts.—Bristol Water ; London and St. Katharine’s Docks. 
Bill Read a First Time. 
Duke of Albany (Establishment). 
March 31.—Bills Read a First Time, 
Bills of Sale Act Amendment ; Union of Benefices Act Amendment. 
Bill Read a Second Time. 
Duke of Albany (Establishment). 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
March 30.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Brru.—Peckham, East Dulwich, and Crystal Palace Tramways, 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Paivate Birts.—Golden Valley Railway ; Nottingham Corporation. 
Bill Read a First Time. 

Bill to disfranchise, permaneatly or temporarily, on account of corrupt 
practices, certain cities and boroughs, and to disqualify certain voters (The 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL). 

March 31.—JBills Read a Second Time. 

Private Bitrs,—Forcett Railway (Extension); Lynn and Fakenham Rail- 
way ; Thames Deep Water Dock Railway. 

Bilis Read a Third Time. 

Private Bitts.—Alnwick Corporation; Welshpoo] snd Llanfair Railway 
(Abandonment); West Ham Local Board. 

April 3— Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Briis.—Agricultural Company of Mauritius; Maidstone Water ; 
West Metropolitan Tramways. 

Army (Anpual), 

Biils Read a Third Time. 

Private Bitts,—Metropolitan Markets (Fish, &c.); North-Eastern Rail- 
way (Alnwick and Cornhill Branch). 

New Biils. 

Bill to facilitate and regulate the supply of electricity for lighting and other 
puropses in Great Britain and Ireland (Mr. ASHLEY). 

Bill for consolidating the Acts relating to the Militia and the Acts relating 
to the Reserve Forces (Mr. O. Morgan). 

April 4.— Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Bitts.—Cheadle Railway ; Newquay Water; Solway Junction 

Railway ; Westgate and Birchington Gas, 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date, os gg ¥. ©. Bacon. V. C, Hatt, 
Wednesday, April........ 12 Mr. Jackson Mr. King Mr. Koe 
Thursday secccccerssoee 13 Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Friday oe eeeeeeessccass 14 Jackson King Koe 
Saturdsy’...cccccscsesees 15 Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: RY. AY, CHITTY, 
Wednesday, April........ 12 Mr. Ward Mr. Farrer Mr. Carrington 
Thursday ...sseceseeees 13 Pemberton Teesdale Latham 
WEG scvccviccscccves 14 Ward Farrer Carrington 
DOM ccevansescovvcse 1p Pemberton Teesdale Latham 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


April 13.—Meesre, C. C. & T. Moone, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 p.m., Freehold and 
Leaschold Estates (see advertisement this week, page 4). 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Farivar, March 31, 1882, 
; Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
; To Surrender in London. 
none, Frederick Allen, Bishopsgate st, Architect, Pet Mar 29. Brougham. April 
at 
Fielder, Edward, Milk st, Cheapside, Merchant. Pet Mar 29, Brougham, April 18 at 1 
— Thomas, York bidgs, Adelphi, Solicitor. Pet Mar 29. Brougham, April 18 


yy Sandringham rd, Cabinet Manufacturer. Pet Mar 20, Brougham, 


= Hy Edward, Great Winchester st, Wine Merchant. Pet Mar 24, Pepys. April19 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Gill, John, Low Butterknowle Farm, nr Cockfield, Dur armer, ; 
Marshall, Durhaw, Mer 2 stil” ay Sy Oe 








ay 5 t+ Sydenham, Kent, Grocer. Pet Mar 28, 
April 14 at re d 
Tompson, John, Birmingham, Gent. Pet Mar27, Parry, Birmingham, April 17 at 2 


Tvrspay, April 4, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Harnett, Phoebe, Goldhawk rd, Hammersmith, Corn Dealer. Pet Mar3l, Murray, 
April 18 at 12.30 ; Lary : 
Pike, Boaz Joseph, Whitecross st, Cripplegate, Artificial Florist, Pet Mar 30. Hazlitt, 


April 19 at 2 . 
To Surrender in the Country. : 
Brocklehurst, William, Preston, Draper. Pet Mar 31, Hulton. Preston, April 21 at11 
Cresswell, John Pearson, Wolverhampton, Surgeon. Pet April3, Sanders. Wolver. 
hampton, April 17 at 12 : 
Cuthbert, William James, Blackpool, Lancaster, Toy Dealer. Pet April 1. Hulton, 
Preston, April 21 at 11.30 ’ 
Dewes, Henry, Nuneaton, Warwick, Solicitor. Pet Mar 30. Kirby. Coventry, April 
25 at 2 


at 
ery aie Ann, Cheadle, Chester, Draper. Pet Mar30. Hyde. Stockport, April 
17 at 1 


Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Touxspay, April 4, 1882, 
Gray, Philip Edward, Cambridge, Innkeeper. Mar 22, 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 


FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fruipay, March 31, 1882. 

Backett, Isaac, Angell rd, Brixton, Accountant. Apr17 at 2 at office of Norris and 
Norris, Bedford row . 

Bagnall, Ephraim, Eccleshall, Machine Proprietor, Apr 14 at 11.30 at Vine Hotel, 
Stafford. Tennant and Co, Hanley 

Bainbridge, Walter, Grantham, Draper. Apr 12 at 12 at office of Schofield, St Peter’s 
hill, Grantham 

Baker, William, Towcester, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer, Apr 14 at 11 at Angel 
Hotel, Northampton, Whitton, Towcester 

Banks, Samuel, Featherstone, York, Shopkeeper. Apr13 at 3 at offices of Horner and 
Edmondson, W st, Wakefield 

Barnes, Thomas, Tilehurst, Berks, out of business, Apr 14 at 3 at 18, the Forbury, 
Reading. Creed 

Barnett, Dawson, Finsbury B petty Umbrella Manufacturer, Apr 12 at3 at office of 
Goldring, White Lion st, Norton Folgate 

Belcher, James, Reading, Builder. Apr 17 at 11 at offices of Newman, Friar st, Read- 


ing 

Bianchi, Francis, and Robert Maxwell Fabris, Gresham st, Wholesale Ironmongers. 
Apr 18 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Wilkins and Fanshawe, Founders’ Hall, 
St Swithin’s lane . 

Bradshaw, Nicholas, Accrington, Draper. Apr 13 at 3 at Peel’s Arms Hotel, Whalley 
rd, Accrington. Whalley, Accrington 

Briggs, William Alexander, Salford, Licensed Victualler. Apr 24 at 3 at offices of 
Smythe and Sykes, King st, Manchester 

Brown, Samuel George, High st, Shadwell, Plumber. Apr 19 at 2 at office of Wood- 
leigh, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st. Hewitt, Nicholas lane ‘ 

Brown, William, Shrewsbury, Salop, Coal Merchant, Apr 14 at 11 at office of Morris, 
Swan Hill, Shrewsbury 

Brown, William Frederick, Northampton, Baker. Apr 13 at 11 at office of Andrew, 
Market a 

Bryant, William, Bristol, Butcher. Apr 13 at 12 at office of Clifton and Carter, Broad 


st, Bristol 

Buckley, John, and George Buckley, Hockley, Warwick, Spoon and Fork Makers, 
Apr 17 at 11 at 67, Colmore row, Birmingham. Bayley 

Clark, John, Longtown, Cumberland, Watch Maker. Apr 17 at 3 at office of Errington; 
Bank st, Carlisle 

Collins, George, Greet, Worcester, Accountant’s Clerk, Apr14 at 12 at office of Jelf, 
Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Collins, John, Birmingham, Wholesale Grocer. Apr 13 at 3 at office of Wright and 
Marshall, New st, Birmingham 

Coutts, William George, Pershore, Worcester, Painter, Apr 13 at 11 at office of Pace, 
Bridge st, Pershore 

Crichton, James, Commercial Sale Room, Mincing lane, Merchant. Apr 24 at 3 at office 
of Cooper and Co, George st, Mansion House Hollams and Co, Mincing lane 

Dickerson, Charles, sen, Weldegrave rd, Turnpike rd, Hornsey. Apr 8 at 11 at office of 
Hawkins, North bldgs, Eldon st, Finsb 

Apr 13 at3 at office of Southall, 


Dickin, John, Birmingham, Window Blind “Maker. 
Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Dunn, Edward Thomas, Bouverie st, Fleet st, Varnish Manufacturer. Apr 17 at 3 at 
office of Dyte and Stead, Chancery lane. Venn and Woodcock, New inn, Strand 

Durling, George, Chatham, Grocer, Apr 13 at 3 at King’s Head Hotel, High st, Roches- 
ter. Shakespear, Chatham 

Emmerson, Alexander George, Kew Bridge rd, Brentford, Sailmaker, Apr 24at3 at 
— of incorporated Law Society, Chancery lane. Woodbridge and Sons, Brent- 
or’ 

Everitt, Henry, Ardleigh, Essex, Farmer, Apr 14 at 11 at office of Pope and Co, Trinity 
st, Colchester. Marshall, Colchester 

Evison, John, Falsgrave, Scarborough, York, Grocer. Apr 11 at11 at Bell Hotel, Drif- 
field, A pleyard, Scarborough 

eae. ‘maa Bletchingly, Surrey, Farmer, Apr 18 at 3 at office of Morrison, High 
st, Rei 

Farr, Edward Robinson, Nottingham, Provision Merchant. Apr 14 at 2 at Assembly 
rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Martin and Son, Nottingham 

Fenton, James, and John Long, Deptford Bridge, Kent, Coal arid Coke Merchants. 
Apr 21 at 3 at Tudor House, 120, Greenwich road. Miller and Co, Greenwich 

Findon, John, Cannock, Stafford, Grocer. Apr 14 at 11 at the Bridge, Walsall, Loxton, 


alsall 
os wale, Bristol, Printer, Apr 12 at 2 at offices of Cumberland, Clare st, 
ris' 


Fisher, Walter, Filey, York, Photographer. Apr 12 at 3 at offices of Watts and 
Kitching, Queen st, Scarborough 

Fla n, William, Oldham, Greengrocer. Apr 19 at 3 at offices of Simpson and 
Hockin, Mount st, Albert sq, Manchester 

Flexman, David, Great Beddow, Essex, Farmer. Apr 14 at 11 at offices of Meggy, 
Duke st, Chelmsford . 

Gregory, John Moss, Rosslyn hill, Hampstead, Watchmaker.e Apr 13 at 3 at offices of 
Dear, Gresham st 

Hancox, Thomas, and William Hancox, King’s heath, Builders, Apr 14 at 11 at offices 
of Thomas, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Haward, Horace, Portland rd, Wholesale Grocer, Apr 13 at 12 at offices of Creditors’ 
Association of Wholesale Grocers, Arthur st, Kast, Godfrey, Chancery lane 

Hawkins, Henry, Old Kent rd, Camberwell, Baker. Apr 18 at 3 at Masons’ Hall tavern, 
Masons’ avenue. Fowler and Co, —— High st, Southwark 

Hertzog, Alfred, Salford, Lancaster, Clothes Dealer, Apr 19 at3 at offices of Sims, 
Market ya Manchester 

Higham, Maria, Barrow in Furness, Draper. Apr 11 at 11 at the Imperial Hotel, Corn- 
wallis st, Barrow in Furness. Nalder and Jones, Barrow in Furness 

Holgate, Octavius, Ipswich, Baker, Apr 19% 294 No.7, Bt, Lavrence Ay Ipswich, 
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Humble, James, and Thomas Robson Humble, Sunderland, Builders. Apr 18 at 11 at 
offices of McKenzie, John st, Sunderland 

Husband, Andrew, Moss Side, Lancaster, Builder. Apr 19 at 3 at offices of Crofton, 
Brazennose st, Manchester 

Ingle, a Horbury, York, Provision Dealer. Apr 13 at 3 at offices of Kemp, Bars- 
tow 84, akefield 

John, William, and Henry John, Tenby, Pembroke, Grocers. Apr 13 at 10,30 at offices 
of Lock, Lansdowne House, Tenby 

Keeton, Frederick William, Pilsley, Derby, Licensed Victualler. Apr 14 at Angel Hotel, 
Chesterfield, in lieu of the place originally named 

— — Hartlepool, Puddler. Apr 13 at 11.30 offices of Smith, Church st, West 

art 


epoo 

Kilpatrick, Robert Paul, Oldham, Draper. Apr 13 at 3 at offices of Sale and Co, Booth 
st, Manchester 

Lay, William Henry, Abingdon, Berks, Grocer. Apr 18 at3 at Queen’s Hotel, Abingdon, 
Sedgefield and Pryce, Abingdon 

Leach, John, Chorley, Lancaster, Builder. Apr 13 at 3at Royal Oak Hotel, Market st, 
Chorley. Jackson, Chorley 

Lloyd, Jobn, Hairwain, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Boot and Shoe Maker. Apr 8 at 1 at 
the Merchants’ Association, Broad st, Bristol, in lieu of the place originally named 

Lucas, William, and Alfred Lucas, Levenshulme, near Manchester, Joiners. Apr l4at 
3 at offices of Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 

Maidstone, John Thompson, Rouelrd, Bermondsey, General Keeper. Apr 8 at 2 at 
Europa Tavern, Church st, Rotherhithe. Feuillade, Tooley st, London bridge 

Maltby, James Griffen, and John Edward Wright, Wood st, Clothiers and Tailors. Apr 
21 at 3 at offices of Child and Son, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Martin, Frederick Henry, Besson rd, New Crossrd, Baker. Apr 17 at 3 at offices of 
Kilvington and Stock, Walbrook ’ 

es David, Leeds, Grocer. Apr 19 at 3 at offices of Shaw, Commercial st, 


Matthews, Rowland, City rd, Auctioneer. Apr 20 at 2 at Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. 
Linklater and Son, Waibrook 

Matthews, William, Church pl, Kensal Green, Carman. Apr 17 at 3 at office of Hobbs, 
Gt Titchfield st, Marylebone 

May, Emily Sophia, North Kensington, Invalid Nurse, Apr 15 at 11 at office of Wood, 
Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane 

May, Henry, Crown rd, West Kensington, Clothier. Apr 17 at 12 at offices of Shear- 
man, Gresham st 

MecMorrin, William, Derby, Draper. Apr 14 at 3 at offices of Briggs, Amen alley, 


Derby 
Merritt, Adolphus, Stonehouse, Gloucester, Builder. Apr 17 at 11 at New Inn Hotel, 
Gloucester. Ball and Co 
Miller, Charles, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Innkeeper Apr 20 at 12 at offices of 
Reynolds, High st, High Wycombe 
Moore, William, Bulwell, Shoemaker. Apr 18 at 12 at office of Brittle, St Peters 
chmbrs, St Petersgate, Nottingham 
Morgan, John, Hendy Pontardulais, Carmarthen, Butcher. Apr l4at 11 at office of 
Howell, Stepxey st, Llanelly 
a an a York, Prize Pig Dealer. Apr 14at11 at offices of Anderson and 
ythe, Yor! 
Norwood, Rev. Samuel, Blackpool, Clerk in Holy Orders. April 15 at 10.30 at Old 
Bull Hotel, Blackburn. Eastham, Clitheroe 
— a Norwich, Publican. Apr 6 at 12 at offices of Stanley, Bank plain, 
orwic 
Pendle, George, and Charles Waite, jun., Golden sq, Woollen Merchants. Apr 24 at 
George Hotel, Huddersfield, in lieu of the — originally named 
Porter, Thomas William, Putley, Hereford, Farm Bailiff. Apr19 at 12.15 at offices of 
Corner, High Town, Hereford 
Precious, Elizabeth, Filey, York, Boot Dealer. Apr13 at 2 at Castle Hotel, Queen st, 
Scarborough. Richardson, Bridlington 
Raw, William, Bradford, Builder. Apr 13 at 2 at office of Heath, Swan st, Manchester 
Rider, Thomas Merritt, New Cross rd, Undertaker. Apr 11 at 3 at office of Cooper and 
Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Roberts, Mildred, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Grocer. Apr 17 at 3 at office of Ivens and 
Morton, Bank bldgs, Exchange st, Kidderminster 
Rudkin, Thomas, Central Meat Market, Licensed Victualler. Apr 12 at 2 at Cannon st 
Hotel. Layton and Co, Budge row 
Sabin, William Edward, Manchester, Traveller. Apr 11 at 3 at offices of Ellis, Clarence 
bldgs, Booth st, Mosley st, Manchester 
— org Henry, Regent st, Optician. Apr 18 at 2 at offices of Solomon, King st, 
eapside 
Sa’ > ow Ann, and Emma Bousfield, Bury, Lancaster, Boot Makers. Apr 18 at 3 
at the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, Cateaton st, Manchester. Grandy, Bury 
— —— Wooburn, Bucks, Builder, Apr 19 at 2 at offices of Durant, Clarence 
villas, Windsor 
Sherratt, William Dean, Macclesfield, Provision Dealer. Apr 13 at 2.30 at offices of 
Froggatt, Chestergate, Macclesfield 
Smith, ‘Arthur, , Tailor, Apr 12at 11 at offices of Close, Park row. Crumbie, 
or' 
Smith, Henry, Eastville, nr Bristol, Hardwareman. Apr 12 at 11 at offices of Clifton 
and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 
Smith, William, Glossop, Derby, Shoe Dealer. Apr 18 at 3 at offices of Entwisle and 
Cole, Princess st, Manchester ia 
Smith, William, Burton-on-Trent, Commission Agent. Apr19 at 2 at the White Hart 
Hotel, h st, Burton-on-Trent. Drewry, Burton-on-Trent 
Starling, iam, Radwinter, Essex, Farmer. Apr 20 at 1 at offices of Baker and 
Thorneycroft, Bishop’s Stortford ; 
Sutcliffe, Francis Rowland, Leeds, Butcher. April 12 at 2 at offices of Lake and Lake, 
Southgate, Wakefield . 
Tafft, John, Lombard ct, Clement’s lane, Wine Merchant. April 18 at 2 at offices of 
Cooper, King’s Arms yd. Solomon, Finsbury pavement 
Thomas, Thomas, Saint Issells, Pembroke, Mason, April 21 at 11.30 at 2, Water st, 
Pembroke Dock. Thomas, Tenby 5 
Tibbetts, Elizabeth, Cradley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, April 12 at 11 at offices 
of Wright, High st, Cradle Heath, near Brierley hill ; 
Tilley, Richard alliagton, bot rd, arene, of no occupation. April 11 at 11 at 
offices of Browne, Lower James st, Golden sq. Tilsley, St Benet’s pl, Gracechurch st 
Turner, William, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Draper, Apri! 14 at 2 at offices of Bright, 
High st, Burton-on-Trent 
Valler, William, Trafalgar sq, Chelsea, Lodging House Keeper. April 14 at 3 at offices 
of Cooper and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Walter, William John, Redhill, Surrey, Grocer. April 13 at 11.30 at offices ef Hubbard 
and Gant, Station rd, Redhill 
Ward, Henry, Preston, Lancaster, Builder. April 13 at 3 at offices of Edelston and Son, 
Winckley st, Preston 
Webb, George, Leicester, Grocer. April 14 at 3 at offices of Hollier and Battiscombe, 
Market pl, Leicester 
Whitney, rge James, Manchester, Draper. April 13 at 3 at offices of Burton, Cross 
st, Manchester. Watson, Oldham 
Wilkinson, John, Shipley, York, Yarn Salesman. Apr 6 at 3 at offices of Peel and Co, 
Chapel lane, Bradfor 
Wilson, Joseph, Pontefract, Innkeeper, Apr 14 at 2 at office of Spink, Pontefract 


Tvuxspay, April 4, 1882, 
Andrews, Joseph, St John st, West Smithfield, Wholesale Stationer, April 19 at 3 at 
offices of Cotton, St Martin's le Grand 
Baker, Frank, Cardiff, Accountant. April 13 at 11 at offices of Morris, High st, Cardiff 
Bakker, Bastianus Joanyes, Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Cheesemonger. April 21 at 3 at 
offices of Croft, Union ct, Old Broad st 
Barrans, Marmaduke Davis, Manchester, Solicitor’s Clerk, Agril 2lat 2 at B Com- 





mittee room, Old Townhall, King st, Manchester. Cobbett and Co, Manchester. 

Bartlett, George Cresser, Neath, Glamorgan, Fruiterer. April 14 at 11 at offices of 
Cuthbertson, Water st, Neath : 

Billcliff, William, Batley, York, Carrier. April 19 at 10.30 at offices of Law, Crown 
Commercial st, a om ; ; 

Bird, Edward Ransford, and Thomas Gibbs Bird, Bristol, a Warehousemen. April 
co at - at offices of Curtis and Co, Exchange buildings, Bristol. Brittans and Co, 

risto 

Blatchley, Edwin, Princes st, Westminster, Licensed Victualler. April 20 at 2 at offices 
of Robinson and Leslie, Coleman st 

Bloomfield, George, Edgware rd, Licensed Victualler. April 24 at 3 at offices of Nevett, 
Warwick ct, Gray’s inn : 

Bowers, George Henry, Whaley Bridge, Derby, Licensed Victualler. Apr 20 at 3 at 
office of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st, Manchester 

Bradshaw, Thomas, Prees, Salop, Pig Dealer. Apr 15 at 11 at office of Etches, Brown- 
low st, Whitchurch 

Bunn, John, Gt Yarmouth, Shoemaker. Apr 17 at 12 at office of Bavin and Daynes, 
Exchange st, Norwich 

Burn, Joseph, North Shields, out of business. Apr 12 at 3 at office of Sewell, Grey st, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Burnand, Walter, Chichester, Outfitter. Apr 21 at 12 at office of Edmonds and Co, 
Cheapside. Janman, Chichester 

Bush, Henry, Liverpool, Fish Dealer. Apr 17 at 2.30 at office of Bremner and Co, Cross- 
hall st, Liverpool 

Butterworth, Edmund, Bury, Lancaster, Clogger. Apr 17 at 3 at office of Grundy, Union 


st, Bury 
Chadwick, George, Rochdale, Joiner. Apr 17 at3 at office of Standring and Taylor, 
King st, Rochdale 
Coles, Thomas Henry, Well st, Oxford st, Butcher. Apr 13 at 3 at office of Collens, 
Gresham bldgs, Guildhall 
Collinson, Walter, Manchester, out of business, Apr 18 at 12 at office of Stringer, Byrom 
st, Manchester 
— George, Baddily, Chester, Wheelwright. Apr 17 at2 at offices of Lisle, Nant- 
wic 
Coslett, John Levi, Liverpool, Butcher. Apr 14 at 3 at offices of Gibson and Bolland, 
South John st, Liverpool Blackhurst and Fretson, Liverpool 
Crisp, James, Wisbech, Cambridge, Boot Maker. Apr 22 at 2.30 at offices of Cranfield, 
the Quay, Saint Ives, Hunts 
Crouch, Thomas, Hastings, Sussex, Market Gardener. Apr 13 at 3 at 30, Norman rd, 
St Leonard’s on Sea. Neve 
Davies, Edmund, Cowbridge, Glamorgan, Draper. Apr 19 at 11 at office of Rees, Cow- 
bridge 
Dendy, John, and John Russell Beard, Manchester, Silk Manufacturers. Apr 21 at 3 in 
No. 4 Committee Room, New Townhall, Lloyd st, Manchester. Sale and Co, Man- 
chester 
Discombe, Thomas Walter, Washfield, Devon, Farmer. Apr 12 at 11 at Corn Exchange 
Hotel, Market st, Exeter. Fryer, Exeter 
Dunn, John, Penge, Boot and Shoe Maker. Apr 20 at3at 27, Chancery lane. Carter, 
Budge row 
= — Salford, out of business. Apr 18 at 3 at offices of Blakeway, Deansgate, 
anchester 
Evans, Eliza Jane, Wolverhampton, Grocer. Apr 20 at 11 at offices of Willcock, Quetn 
st, Wolverhampton 
Eves, Thomas Henry, Birmingham, Last Manufacturer. Apr 14 at 12 at office of Cott- 
rell, Temple row, Birmingham 
Fasey, William, and Richard Fasey, Kingswinford, Stafford, Girder Manufacturers. Apr 
14 at 11 at office of Homfray and Holberton, High st, Brierly Hill 
Fenner, John, Sabbarton st, Poplar, Baker. Apr 14 at 3 at office of Sydney, Guildhall 
chmbrs, Basinghall st 
Fitt, Robert, Derby, Printer. Apr 18 at 3 at offices of Flint, Full st, Derby 
Fletcher, Thomas Frame, Wilton Lodge, Bellvue, Staines, Commercial Clerk. Apr 20 at 
2 at office of Chapman, Pancras lane 
Gowlland, Stephen, Guildford, Grocer. Apr 14 at 3 at6, Arthur st East, London bridge. 
May and Co, Adelaide pl 
Gam, John, » ati Corn Dealer. Apr 19 at 2 at office of Davis, the Temple, Dale 
st, Liverpool 
Griffiths, James Henry, Pendleton, Salford, Joiner. Apr 12 at3 at officeof Simpson and 
Hockin, Mount st, Albert sq, Manchester 
Hague, Daniel, Ashton under Lyne, Lancaster, Poultry Dealer. Apr 14 at 3 at the Dol. 
phin Hotel, Shudehill, Manchester. Sherratt, Manchester 
Hall, John, York, Tea and Coffee Dealer. Apr 17 at 11 at offices of Crumbie, Stone- 
gate 
Hanker, William, Tamworth, Warwick, out of business. Apr 14 at 2 at offices of Jagger, 
Cherry st, Birmingham 
Hardwicke, William, Bath, Printer. Apr15 at 11 at offices of Titley, Orange grove, Bath 
Harper, Thomas William, and James Bloom Harper, Southampton, Grocers. Apr 17 at 
12 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Savidge and Steward, eap 
Hawkins, John, Golden lane, Builder. Apr 28 at3 at offices of Hulbert, Coleman st 
Hibbert, John, Hulme, Lancaster, Sawyer. Apr 17 at 3at Old Townhall, King st, Man. 
chester. Welsh, Manchester 
Hinves, Joseph, and Joseph Hinves, jun, Upper Tooting, Surrey, Builders. Apr 13 at 2 
at offices of Nazer, Chancery lane 
Hobman, George William, Leeds, Grocer. Apr 14 at 3 at offices of Dunn and French, 
East parade, Leeds 
Holder, George, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Gas Fitter. Apr 18 at 1 at Tapper’s Railway 
Hotel, Wimborne Minster. Wade, Bournemouth 
Honeywill, John, Johnson pl, Harrow ri, Grocer. Apr 18 at 2 at offices of Carter and 
Bell, eee 
— J ~~ t Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Miller. Apr 17 at 3 at office of Burch, 
alace , Exeter 
Horton, James, Leeds, General Warehouseman. Apr 19 at 3 at offices of Laycock and 
Co, St. he ob sq, Huddersfield : 
Israel, David, Sandy’s row, Bishopsgate, Butcher. Apr 17 at 3 at offices of Wright and 
Co, Queen Victoria st 
Janion, Thomas, Liverpool, Bag and Sack Merchant. Apr 17 at 2 at offices of Etty, 
Lord st, Liverpool 
Johnson, William Hick, Dewsbury, Rag Dealer. Apr 17 at 10 at offices of Ridgway 
and Ridgway, Union st, Dewsbury 
Jones, Robert Isaac, Tremadoc, Carnarvon, Chemist. Apr 19 at 2 at British Hotel, 
Bangor. Jones and Jones, Portmadoc 
Joseph, Joseph, — ee Carnarvon, Draper. Apr 18 at 3 at Royal Hotel, Cardiff. 
Rees and Co, Llanelly 
Kent, James, Stoke-upon-Trent, Licensed Victualler. Apr 17 at 2 at offices of Bishop 
and Topham, Bank chmbrs, Hanley 
Lodge, Dyson Shaw, Leeds, Carver. Apr 17 at 1] at offices of Jenkinson, Albion st, 
eeds 
Lown, John, Weymouth ter, Hackney rd, Boot Maker. Aprllat 3 at 262, High Hol- 
born. Staniland, King st, Cheapside 
Lussi, Bassilio, Hastings, Sussex, Restaurant Proprietor, Apr 20 at 12 at office of 
Phillips, Cambridge rd, Hastings 
Maile, William Robert, St Ikes, Huntingden, Innkeeper. Apr 19 at 3 at office of Cran- 
field, the Quay, St Ives ; 
ag 0 a Manchester, Boot Maker. Apr l4at $ at office of Knowles, Tib lane, 
anchester 


ine, ae Nottingham, Grocer, Apr1S at 4 at office of Cockayne, Fletcher-gate, 

a n, m 

Milburn, William, Hollingsworth, Chester, Millwright, Apr 17 at 3 at office of Smith 
and Brother, Hyde lane, Hyde 
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Millard, Edward, Cholsey, Berks, Farmer. Apr 17 at 3 at office of Slade, St Martin’s 
st, Wallingford i 

Moore, William, Leicester, Boot Maker. Apr 17 at 12 at office of Harvey, Selborne 
bldgs, Millstone Jane, Leieester 

Mountford, James Seba, Silk st, Milton st, Lamp Dealer, Apr 20 at3 at office of Tay. 
lor, Crutched Friars : : 

Munden, Ann, Handsworth, Stafford, Licensed Victualler, Apr 18 at 11 at office of 
Ansell, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Nicholls, John, Stourbridge, Worcester, Coachbuilder. Apr 17 at 12 at offices of Wall, 
High st, Stourbridge 

Noble, James, Whitwood Mere, nr Castleford, Grocer. Apr 24 at 11 at North Eastern 
Hotel, Castleford. Bradley, Castleford . 

Orme, Thomas John, Cheadle, Stafford, Grocer. Apr 18 at 3 at Railway Hotel, Stoke- 
upon-Trent, Wilkins, Uttoxeter 

Osbaldeston, William, Harrogate, York, Herbaliss, Apr18 at 10 at office of Black- 
hurst, Fox st, Proston ’ 

Palliser, William, York, Hairdresser. Apr 18 at 11 at offices of Smith, Petergate, 
York 


Parsons, John, Birmingham, out of business. Apr 20 at 12 at offices of Burman and 
Rigby, Temple row, Birmingham "i 

Peregrine, James, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Stationer. Apr 17 at 11 at offices of Randell, 
Frederick st, Lianelly 7 é 

Pickering, Robert, Aston, Warwick,Grocer. Apr 17 at 3 at office of Wright and Mar. 
shall, New st, Birmingham 

Pindar, Elizabeth, York, Wire Weaver. Apr 17 at 2.30 at Abbott’s Gt Northern Hotel, 
Railway st, York. Simpson and Burrell 

Read, Joseph, Norton Canes, Stafford, Victualler. Apr 18 at 11 at office of Loxton, The 
Bridge, Walsall f 

Rigg, Joseph, Coventry, Farmer. ‘Apr 12 at 12 at King’s Head Hotel, Coventry, Twist 
and Sons, Coventry 

Rogers, Robert, Pitfield st, Hoxton, Cabinet Maker. Apr 18 at 3 at office of Mason, 
Curtain rd, Finsbury 

Ryman, Henry, Bath, Publican. Apr 8 at 12 at office of Tyzack, York st, Bath 

Sanderson, James, Colby rd, Gipsy Hill, Licensed Victualler. Apr 12 at12 at office of 
Allen, Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane : 

Sanderson, John, Guisboro’, York, out of business. Apr 13 ‘at 11 at office of Draper, 
Finkle st, Stockton on Tees 

Saul, Thomas, Oldbury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Apr 15 at 12 at office of Wright 
and Co, Church st, Oldbury 

Savery, William, Hastings, Sussex, Solicitor. Apr 13 at 2 at offices of Mann, Claremont, 
Hastings 

Sharpe, Fred, Coningsby, Lincoln, Grocer. 
Lincoln. Underwood, Hull 

Shearing, Samuel William, Bristol, Watchmaker. Apr 18 at 12 at offices of Selmon, 
Broad st, Bristol 

Sheen, Henry, Camden st, Walworth, Flour Factor. 
Hare pl, Fleet st. Dunn 

Sheppard, James, Sundridge, Kent, Builder. 
rd, Sevenoaks 

Slee, William Henry and Daniel Wilson, Carlisle, Joiners, Apr 20 at 2 at Lion and 

b Hotel. Carlisle, Errington, Carlisle 

Smith, Charles Septimus, Houndsditch, General Sheffield Merchant, Apr 20 at3 at 
offices of Bridger, Botolph lane, Eastcheap 

Stanley, John, Bradford, Beerhouse Keeper. Apr 17 at3at office of Rhodes, Parkin- 
son’s chmbrs, Market st, Bradford 

ae, St Helens, Lancaster, Grocer. Apr 17 at 3 at office of Riley, Hardshaw 
st, St Helens 

— Somes, Plymouth. Dairyman, Apr 14 at 12 at office of Bray, Courtenay st, 

ymout 

Thomas, Owen, Llandebie, Carmarthen, Coal Merchant. Apr18 at 2 at Royal Hotel, 

Cardi Howell, Llanelly 


Apr 19%at 1 at Queen’s Hotel, High st, 


Apr 15 at11 at Hare chambers, 


Apr 12 at 12 at office of Knocker, London 








Topham, John, Brighton-le-Sands, Lancaster, Baker. Apr 18 at 3 at office’ of Harris 
and Gorst, seeped i ‘ 

Tranter, Edward, Kingswinford, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Apr 15 at 11 at office of 
Homfray and Holberton, High st. Brierley Hill 

Tyler, George, Stone, Worcester, Farmer. Apr 14 at 3 at office of Bagster, Commercial 
bldgs, Kidderminster 


Urwin, Thomas, Gateshead, Durham, Provision Dealer. Apr 14 at 3 at office of Sewell, 
Grey st, Newcastle upon Tyne oe 
Viccars, Richard, Padbury, Buckingham, Commission Agent. Apr 18 at 2 at the White 
Wain, Philip, jun, Little Eaton, Derby, Licensed Victualler, 
Heath, Amen alley, Derby 
Apr 24 at 12 at office of 
Wawn and Co, Smith st, South Shields 
Webb, John, Gt Staughton, Huntingdon, Miller. Apr 20 at 12 at Cross Keys Hotel, St 
White, Charles, Wadhurst, Sussex, Miller, 
Aitkens, Ticehurst . 
Apr 14at1 at Bridge Inn, Ticehurst rd, 
Aitkens, Ticehurst 
Wiles, Boswell Robert, Gt Cheverell, Wilts, Grocer. Apr 18 at 1 at office of Pitt, 
Nicholas st, Bristol 
Nantwich 
Wills, Theodore Voysey, Regent’s row, Queen’s rd Bridge, Dalston, Furniture Dealer, 
Apr 19 at3 at offices of Hllbery, Billiter st 
Apr 18 at 3 at offices of Hollinshead 
and Moody, Tunstall 
Wyllie, Charles, Jarrow-upon-Tyne, Durham, Grocer. 
lands, Ellison st, Jarrow-upon-Tyne 


Hart Hotel, Buckingham. Willis 
Apr 2l at 3 at office of 
Wardropper, Anthony John, East Boldon, Durham, Surveyor. 
Neots. Papworth and French, Cambridge 
Apr 14 at 12 at Bridge Inn, Ticehurst rd, 
White, George, Wadhurst, Sussex, Miller. 
Wilkinson, Arthur, Nantwich, Chester, Provision Dealer. Apr 17 at 11 at office of Lisle, 
Withinshaw, John, Longton, Stafford, Currier. 
Apr 15 at 2 at ‘offices of New. 
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Notices To CoRRESPONDENTS.—All communications intended for publication 
wn the SoutcttoRs’ JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name and address of 
the writer. 

The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communi- 
cations, 

*,* The Publisher requests that early application should be made by persons 
desirous of obtaining back numbers of the SoLtcttors’ JOURNAL, as only @ small 
number of copies remain on hand. 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA,| 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, | 
with the excess of fat extracted. | 
The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, per- | 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE » Ogi - MAKERS 





Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 


all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is fuur times | 
he strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with | 
starch, &c., and Iw REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures, | 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful | 


to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 


Cocoatrws a La VANILuE is the most delicate, digestible, | 


cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 
In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


HANCERY LANE, 57 and 58 (New 

J Courts Chambers), close to the New Law Courts.— 
OFFICES or RESIDENTIAL CHAMBERS to be LET, 
situate in the best part of Chancery-lane, in newly and 
well-built premises, large and lofty rooms, with good 





lights; sanitary arrangements perfect.—Apply at the Ix- | 


Qtutgy Orricz on the premises, 





NCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY.—Mr. 
_ H. Foulks Lynch’s Classes for the November Exami- 
nations are now forming. Private pupils. Postal pre- 


paration. Terms moderate. Gentlemen commencing 
work for the Juwz Examinations after Easter will be | 


charged half the usual fees.—Address, 8, Gray’s-inn- 
place, London, W.C. 





HORTHAND (Pitman’s.)—W. McWIL- | 


bh) LIAM, late of Exeter Hall, and Teacher of consider- 


able Experience, continues to give Private Instruction— | 
ensuring rapid progreas—to members of the Legal Pro. | 


fession and others at his own or pupil’s residence any 
evening from 7 o'clock —For particulars, address or apply 
to 2, Sidmouth-street, W.C. 


frOREIGN ADVERTISING.—Advertise- 





ments inserted in any Continental or Colonial Paper, | 
foreign language without extra | 


poten sob | 


char Names of Papers and Estimates by retorn.— 


‘ge. 
RUDOLF MOSSE, Advertist (Office y i 
London, Established is years ain 





| 200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 


Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 
nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c. 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 





Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
| Bedding, from £7 10s, per set. 


THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


| 
HeEwetson, THEXTON, & PERT, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms, 


AW.—Wanted, by a Gentleman (at 

4 present unadmitted), who passed his Final in 

November, 1881, a Situation as Conveyancing or Managing 

| Clerk, country preferred.—Apply to Rex, Davies’s Pump 
Room Library, Bath. 


O SOLICITORS.—A Solicitor in Edin- 
burgh, of long standing, would enter into an 
arrangement, by Partnership or otherwise, for conducting 
English business in the Scotch yeti A. B., 
* Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 52, Carey-street, W.C. 


‘THURGOOD & CO., Estate and Land 
} Agents, Surveyors, and Auctioneers, Lonsdale 
| chambers, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C., hold PERIODICAL 
| SALES of Property, at the MART, the Second Tuesday 
|} in each month. Railway, School Board, Corporation, 
Board of Works, and other Compensations conducted. 
| Valuations for Probate, Mortgages, &e, Estates managed, 
A scale of charges upon application, 


Vi ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
‘ FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
| Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
| E.C., or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.— 
| Particulars for insertion should be received not later than 
| four days previous to the end of tho month, 




















BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 

94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS 
AND SOLICITORS, 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS, 


This new Ink supplies the demand continually made but 
never before met, for a Red Ink which is ured Db: 
Steel or other Metallic Pens, Steel Pens left in this in 
for months do not impair the beauty of its colour, nor are 
the Pens in the least corroded by it, The existing Red 
Inks yen 4 destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red colour 
if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens, This new 
colour is a very rich scarlet red of great beauty. Tho 
colour of this ink is not affected by use upon hm ent 
and is consequently of great value to Solicitors and 
Draughtsmen, 

Sold in stone bottles, retail at 1s., 2s., 38.; and imperial 
quarts of 40 ounces at 6s, each, Also in glass ottles at 
6d, and 1s, each, 

SOLD BY ALL STATIONERS, 








LONDON GAZETTE (published by anthority) and 


LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMEN T 
OFFICE.—No, 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 

to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 

thirty years, in the special ion of all pro forma 

notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 

N.B, One copy of advertisement only required, and the 

strictest care and promptitude poten § Official stam: 1 
forms for advertisement and file of “ London 





kept, By appointment, 


